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SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

FEBRUARY  TERM,  1814. 


JUDGES  DUBma  THB  TIUB  OF  THESB  BBPOBTS. 

HoH.  JOHN  MARSHALL,  Chief  Justice. 

Hon.  BUSHROD  WASHINGTON, 

Hon.  Wn-LIAM  JOHNSON, 

Hon.  BROCKHOLST  LIVINGSTON, 

Hon.  THOMAS  TODD, 

Hon.  GABRIEL  DUVALL,  and 

Hon.  JOSEPH  STORY,i^ 

Hon.  RICHARD  RUSH,  Attornet-Gsneeal.' 


*  Associate  Justices. 


•  Griffith  r.  Frazieb.  [  *  9  ] 

8  C.  9. 

The  remoTal  of  a  qualified  execotor  from  the  State  does  not  disqualify  him,  nor  enable  the    -'■  ^ 
ordinary,  in  South  Carolina,  to  appoint  an  administrator.    If  the  ordinary  appoint  an   ^  ^ 
administrator  of  an  estate,  of  which  there  is  an  executor  capable  of  acting,  he  exceeds  his,     .3 
joriadicdon,  and  his  act  is  void.  i'    4^ 

A  jadgment  rendered  against  one  as  administrator,  who  is  not  such,  is  Toid,  and  the  lery  of  /£  ^ 
an  execution  issuing  on  sudi  judgment  passes  no  title  to  the  property  levied  on.  ^  f    )' 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  South  Carolina.'^  i" 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

— 

^  The  conomissions  of  the  Hon.  G.  Duyall,  and  the  Hon.  J.  Stoby,  bear  date 
November  18,  1811^ 

^  R.  Rush,  Esq.,  was  commissioned  as  Attorney-General,  February  10,  1814,  in 
pbce  of  William  Pinkney,  Esq.,  resigned. 
VOL.  III.  1 
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Griffith  V.  Fnzier.    6  C. 

Jones  and  Pinkneyy  attorney-general,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bdrper^  ios  the  defendant 

[  •  19  ]       •  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  — 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  who  was  also  plaintiff  in  the  circuit  court, 
brought  a  writ  of  trespass  quasre  cla/usum  fregUj  in  order  to  try  his 
title  to  certain  lands,  lying  in  the  district  of  South  Carolina,  which 
were  in  possession  of  the  defendant 

The  title  of  the  plaintiff,  which  constituted  the  sole  question  in  the 
cause,  appeared,  on  the  trial,  to  be  as  follows :  — 

Joseph  Salvadore,  being  seized  of  the  lands  in  which  the  trespass 
is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  departed  this  life  some  time  in  the 
year  1786,  having  first  made  his  last  will  in  writing,  in  which  he  named 
several  executors,  one  of  whom,  Joseph  Dacosta,  made  probate  of 
the  will,  and  took  upon  himself  the  burden  of  executing  the  same ; 
after  which,  in  the  year  1789,  he  left  the  State  of  South  Carolina, 
and  resided  in  Georgia.  In  the  year  1790,  letters  of  administration 
on  the  goods  of  Salvadore,  unadministered  by  Dacosta,  his  qualified 
executor,  were  granted  to  James  Lamotte. 

In  August,  1786,  a  judgment  was  obtained  by  Daniel  Bourdeaux 
against  Salvadore.  In  January,  1791,  a  thirty  day  rule,  which,  by  an 
act  of  the  State  of  South  Carolina,  was,  in  certain  cases, 
[  *20  ]  substituted  in  the  place  •of  a  scire  facias j  was  issued  to  re- 
vive this  judgment  against  Lamotte,  as  administrator  of 
Scdvadore.  This  rule  being  served  and  returned,  the  following  in- 
dorsement was  made  on  it ,  ^<  15th  March,  1791,  made  absolute,  sub- 
ject to  a  future  argument" 

«  Fi.  fa.  16th  April,  1791." 

An  execution  issued  on  this  judgment,  under  which  the  land  was 
sold,  and  was  conveyed  by  the  sheriff  to  Peter  Freneau,  by  a  deed 
dated  the  6th  day  of  June,  1791.  On  the  16th  of  July,  1796,  a  de- 
cree  was  rendered  in  the  suit  Kerce  Butler  v.  D€miel  Bourdeaux 
and  Peter  Freneau,  directing  the  said  Peter  to  convey  to  such  person 
as  Pierce  Butler  should  appoint  In  pursuance  of  this  decree,  Peter 
Freneau  conveyed  to  Samuel  Jackson,  under  whom  the  plaintiff 
claims  by  regular  conveyances. 

On  the  motion  of  the  defendant,  the  circuit  court  instructed  the 
jury  that  the  letters  of  administration  granted  to  James  Lamotte, 
were  totally  void ;  that  therefore  the  judgment  of  Bourdeaux  was 
not  revived  against  the  estate  of  Salvadore ;  that  the  sale  and  con- 
veyance by  the  sheriff  passed  no  title  to  the  purchaser;  and  that  the 
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eyidenoe  ^^as  not  sufficient  to  maintain  the  plaintiff's  action.  The 
jniy  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  judgment  was  rendered 
in  his  favor.  The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and 
has  sued  out  a  Writ  of  error  to  the  judgment 

The  sole  defect  alleged  in  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  being  in  that 
part  of  it  which  depends  on  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  sheriff  to 
Peter  Freneau,  the  validity  of  that  sale  is  the  principal  if  not  the 
only  question  in  the  cause.     In  support  of  it  the  plaintiff  contends, 

1st.  That  the  letters  of  administration,  being  durante  absentia  of 
the  executor,  were  properly  granted  to  James  Lamotte. 

2d.  If  the  ordinary  erred  in  granting  these  letters,  still,  Lamotte 
was  administrator  de  facto  ;  and  his  acts  bound  the  estate  of  Salva^ 
dore  until  those  letters  should  be  revoked. 

*  3d.  That  the  judgment  on  which  the  execution  issued  [  *  21  ] 
was  properly  revived  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
and  its  judgment  can  be  questioned  only  in  an  appellate  court 

The  negative  of  these  propositions  is  maintained  by  the  defendant 
in  error. 

That  tiie  appointment  of  an  executor,  and  his  acceptance  of  the 
office,  constitute  a  complete  legal  owner  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
deceased  is  admitted ;  but  it  is  contended  that  these  acts  suspend 
without  annihilating  the  power  of  the  ordinary.  So  long  as  the 
executor  is  capable  of  exercising  the  authority  with  which  he  has 
been  invested  by  the  testator,  it  can  be  conferred  on  no  other  person; 
but  when  he  becomes  incapable,  jfrom  any  cause  whatever,  as  by  in- 
sanity or  death,  the  power  of  appointing  some  person,  who  shall  secure 
the  estate  from  ruin,  necessarily  reverts  to  that  tribunal  which  the 
law  appoints  for  the  general  purpose  of  providing  for  the  management 
of  the  property  of  dead  persons.  All  cases  of  temporary  administra* 
tion,  as  during  the  minority  of  an  executor,  or  during  his  absence 
previous  to  the  probate  of  the  will,  are  considered  as  exercises  of  the 
same  power,  though  in  a  less  degree,  and  as  proving  that  the. ordina- 
ry may,  after  the  executor  has  qualified,  if  he  shall  absent  himself  so 
as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  ordinary,  to  disqualify  him  from  performing 
his  duty,  appoint  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  with  the  will  annexed, 
whose  power  shall  continue  until  the  return  of  the  executor. 

The  court  does  not  concur  in  this  reasoning.  In  the  cases  stated 
at  bar,  and  in  all  cases  where  temporary  administration  has  been 
granted,  unless  under  a  special  act  of  the  legislature,  the  executor 
was,  for  the  time,  absolutely  incapable  of  performing  his  duty. 
There  existed  an  actual  legal  disability  to  perform  the  functions  of 
his  office.  Until  probate  of  the  will,  and  until  letters  testamentary 
are  obtained,  the  executor  cannot  obtain  any  judgment ;  because  it 
cannot  appear  that  he  is  executor. 
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There  is,  therefore,  an  absolute  necessity  for  appointing 
[  *22  ]  some  person  who,  until  probate,  shall  take  care  of  •the  es- 
tate.   But  this  is  not  the  case  with  an  executor,  who,  after 
taking  out  letters  testamentary,  absents  himself  from  the  State.     He 
is  still  capable  of  performing,  and  he  is  still  bound  to  perform,  all  the 
'  duties  of  an  executor.     There  exists  no  legal  disability  in  the  execu- 

I  tor,  and,  consequently,  there  is  no  necessity  for  transferring  to  an- 

I  other  those  powers  which  the  testator  has  conferred  on  a  person 

selected  by  himself. 

This  power  does  not  appear  ever  to  have  been  exercised  by  the 
ordinary  in  England  anterior  to  the  statute  of  38  Greorge  3 ;  and 
in  South  CaroUna,  the  ordinary  possesses  no  power  which  was  not 
possessed  by  the  ordinary  in  England  previous  to  that  statute.  The 
practice  of  the  particular  ordinary  who  acted  in  this  case,  would  not 
be  suflBlcient  to  constitute  the  law,  had  it  even  never  received  judicial 
reprobation,  but  the  case  qf  Ford  v.  Travis^  puts  an  end  to  any  doubt 
on  this  point. 

The  second  point  is  one  of  more  doubt  and  greater  intricacy. 
That  the  ordinary  erred  in  granting  letters  of  administration  to  La- 
motte,  is  thought  very  apparent ;  but  the  effect  of  these  letters  is  less 
obvious.  By  the  plaintiff  it  is  contended,  that  they  constituted  La- 
motte  an  administrator  defactOy  rendered  his  acts  vaJid,  so  far  as  third 
persons  are  interested,  and  exempted  them  from  question  where  they 
can  be  examined  only  incidentally.  By  the  defendant  it  is  contend- 
ed, that  they  were  granted  by  a  person  having  no  jurisdictioh  in  the 
case,  and  are  therefore  an  absolute  nullity ;  that  Lamotte  was  not, 
defacto^  the  administrator  of  Salvadore,  and  that  his  acts,  as  admin- 
istrator, stand  on  no  better  or  higher  ground  than  the  acts  of  any 
other  person  who  should  assume  that  character. 

The  well  known  distinction  between  an  erroneous  act  or  judgment 
by  a  tribunal  having  cognizance  of  the  subject-matter,  and  the  act  or 
Judgment  of  a  tribunal  having  no  cognizance  of  the  subject,  is  not 
denied ;  but  it  is  contended  that  the  ordinary  had  jurisdiction  in  this 
case.     The  ordinary,  in  South  Carolina,  is  the  court  in  which  wills 
are  proved ;  in  which  letters  testamentary,  and  letters  of  administra- 
tion  are  granted.     He  judges  whether  the  applicant  be  entitled  to  ad- 
ministration or  not,  and  rejects  or  admits  the  claim,  accord- 
'  [  *23   ]  ing  *  to  his  opinion  of  the  law.     Whether  his  judgment  be 
correct  or  not,  still,  it  is  his  judgment ;  and  when  exercised 
upon  an  application  for  administration,  it  is  exercised  on  a  subject 
cognizable  in  his  court. 

1 A  MSS.  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  South  Caroliua. 
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That  he  grants  letters  of  administration  in  cases  not  expressly  au- 
thorized by  statute,  and  in  which  a  wiU  exists  in  which  an  executor 
is  named,  proves  that  he  has  jurisdiction  in  such  cases ;  and  if  he 
grants  administration  in  one  of  them  improperly,  the  judgment  is 
enroneous  and  yoidable,  but  not  void. 

This  ^gument  has  been  very  strongly  urged,  and  there  is  great 
force  in  it.  The  difficulty  of  distinguishing  those  cases  of  adminis- 
tration in  which  a  court  having  general  testamentary  jurisdiction, 
may  be  s€dd  to  have  acted  on  a  subject  not  within  its  cognizance,  is 
perceived  and  felt  But  the  difficulty  of  marking  the  precise  line  of 
distinction  does  not  prove  that  no  such  line  exists. 

To  give  the  ordinary  jtirisdiction,  a  case,  in  which,  by  law,  letters 
of  administration  may  issue,  must  be  brought  before  him.  In  the 
common  case  of  inie^cy,  it  is  clear  that  letters  of  administration 
must  be  granted  to  some  person  by  the  ordinary ;  and  though  they 
should  be  granted  to  one  not  entitled  by  law,  still,  the  act  is  binding 
until  annulled  by  the  competent  authority ;  because  he  had  power  to 
grant  letters  of  administration  in  the  case.  But  suppose  administra- 
tion to  be  granted  on  the  estate  of  a  person  not  really  dead.  The  act, 
all  will  admit,  is  totally  void.  Yet  the  ordinary  must  always  inquire 
and  decide  whether  the  person  whose  estate  is  to  be  committed  to 
the  care  of  others,  be  dead  or  in  life.  It  is  a  branch  of  every  cause 
in  which  letters  of  administration  issue.  Yet  the  decision  of  the 
ordinary  that  the  person  on  whose  estate  he  acts  is  dead,  if  the  fact  be 
otherwise,  does  not  invest  the  person  he  may  appoifit,  with  the  cha- 
racter or  powers  of  an  administrator.  The  case,  in  truth,  was  not 
one  within  his  jurisdiction.  It  was  not  one  in  which  he  had  a  right 
to  deliberate.  It  was  not  committed  to  him  by  the  law.  And  al- 
though one  of  the  points  occurs  in  all  cases  proper  for  his  tribunal, 
yet  that  point  cannot  bring  the  subject  within  his  jurisdiction. 

•The  case  of  letters  of  administration  granted  on  the  [  •24  ] 
estate  of  a  person  in  full  life,  is  not  the  only  one  which  may 
serve  for  illustration ;  suppose  administration  to  be  gmnted  on  the 
estate  of  a  deceased  person  whose  executor  is  present,  in  the  constant 
performance  of  his  executorial  duties.  Is  such  an  appointment  void, 
or  is  it  only  voidable  ? 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court  it  would  be  an  absolute  nullity. 

The  appointment  of  an  e;fcecutor  vests  the  whole  personal  estate  in 
the  person  so  appointed.  He  holds  as  trustee  for  the  purposes  of  the 
will,  but  he  holds  the  legal  title  in  all  the  chattels  of  the  testator.  He 
is,  for  the  purpose  of  administering  them,  as  much  the  legal  proprietor 
of  those  chattels  as  was  the  testator  himself  while  alive.  This  is  in- 
compatible with  any  power  in  the  ordinary  to  transfer  these  chattels  to 
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any  other  person  by  the  grant  of  adminLstration  on  them.    His  grant 
can  pass  nothing :  it  conveys  no  right ;  and  is  a  void  act. 

If  the  ordinary  possesses  no  power  to  grant  administration  where 
an  executor  is  present  performing  his  duty,  what  diflference  can  hia 
absence  make,  provided  that  absence  does  not  disqualify  him  from 
executing  his  trust?  K  all  his  powers  as  an  executor  remain,  if  he 
is  still  capable  of  appearing  in  courts  of  justice  as  the  representative 
of  the  deceased,  if  he  is  still  the  legal  owner  of  the  chattels  of  the 
deceased,  and  stiU  capable  of  disposing  of  them,  it  would  seem  that 
he  is  potentially  present  though  personally  absent  It  is  not  easy  to 
perceive  any  principle  on  which  the  ordinary  can  assert  his  power  to 
take  the  estate  out  of  the  executor  and  vest  it  in  an  administrator.  If 
he  cannot  do  this,  then  the  attempt  to  do  it  must  be  a  void  act  K  the 
administrator  durante  absentia  be  only  the  agent  o£  the  executor,  it  still 
occurs  that  the  executor  can  himself  appoint,  and  is  the  proper  person 
to  appoint,  his  own  agent.  There  is  no  necessity  for  the  intrusion 
of  the  ordinary. 

Let  the  case  be  supposed  of  a  suit  by  the  executor  while  actually 

resident  abroad.     Would  he  be  incapable  of  sustaining  the 

[•25]  action?     Would  his  absence  be  a  good  *plea  in  bar?    If  it 

would  not,  how  can  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  to 

another  take  the  property  in  the  thing  sued  for  out  of  the  executor 

and  place  it  in  that  other  ? 

Letters  testamentary,  when  once  granted,  are  not  revocable  by  the 
ordinary.  He  cannot  annul  them,  or  transfer  the  legal  interest  of  the 
executor  to  any  other  person.  His  rights  and  his  duties  are  beyond 
the  reach  of  the  ordinary.  How,  then,  can  this  be  effected  by  the 
grant  of  letters  of  administration  ? 

The  cases  in  which  administration  has  been  granted  notwithstand- 
ing the  existence  of  a  will,  appear  to  be  cases  in  which  it  is  not  ap- 
parent that  there  is  any  person  possessing  right  in  the  chattels  of  the 
testator,  or  cases  in  which  that  person  is  legally  disqualified  firom  acting. 

Where  administration  is  granted  pending  a  dispute  respecting  a 
will,  it  is  not  certain  that  there  is  an  executor,  or  that  there  is  a  will. 

If  it  be  granted  during  the  minority  of  au  executor,  it  is  because 
the  executor  is  legally  disqualified  from  acting,  and  indeed  has  not 
taken  upon  himself,  and  could  not  take  upon  himself  the  trust  reposed 
in  him.  He  may,  when  of  age,  reject  all  the  rights  and  powers  con- 
ferred by  the  will ;  and,  consequently,  the  interest  is  not  yet  a  vested 
interest  The  rights  and  powers  of  the  ordinary  remain  until  those 
of  the  executor  commence. 

So  in  the  case  of  an  absent  executor  who  has  not  yet  made  probate 
of  the  will  and  qualified.     Those  letters  testamentary  which  are  in- 
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dispensable  to  his  character  as  executor,  and  which,  during  their 
existence,  leave  the  ordinary  without  any  further  power  over  the  sub* 
ject,  aie  not  yet  granted.  The  executor  has  as  yet  no  evidence  'that 
he  is  executor.  He  is  not  yet  able  to  act  as  one.  He  may  never  be 
able  to  act ;  for  he  may  never  take  out  letters  testamentary.  He  may 
renounce  the  executorship.  The  ordinary,  then,  is  not  yet  deprived 
of  &at  power  which  he  possesses  to  appoint  a  person  to 
represent  a  dead  man  who  has  no  representative.  His  *  ju-  [  *  26  ] 
risdiction  over  the  subject  remains  until  he  parts  with  it  by 
issuing  letters  testamentary. 

The  difference  between  granting  administration  in  cases  where 
there  is  a  qualified  executor,  capable,  in  law,  of  acting,  and  where  he 
has  not  qualified,  is  such  as,  in  reason,  to  justify  the  opinion  that 
though,  in  the  latter  case,  the  (nrdinary  may  have  jurisdiction,  and 
his  act,  though  erroneous,  may  be  valid  till  repealed,  yet,  in  the  former 
case,  he  can  have  no  jurisdiction,  and  his  act  is  in  itself  an  absolute 
nuUitj. 

If,  under  any  circumstances,  the  ordinary  could  grant  administraF 
tion  during  the  absence  of  an  executor  who  has  made  probate  of  the 
will  and  is  legally  competent  to  act,  then  he  would  have  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject,  and  would  judge  of  those  circumstances ;  but  if,  in  no 
possible  state  of  things,  he  could  grant  such  administration,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  conceive  how  he  can  have  jurisdiction. 

If  we  refer  to  authority,  we  can  find  no  case  and  no  dictum  which 
admits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ordinary,  where  there  is  an  existing 
executor  capable  of  acting.  In  many  cases  it  is  stated,  that  an  ad- 
ministration granted  where  there  is  such  an  executor  is  void.  Toller, 
in  his  "  Law  of  Executors,"  page  120,  says:  "  If  there  be  an  executor, 
and  administration  be  granted  before  probate,  and  refusal,  it  shall  be 
void  on  the  wilFs  being  afterwards  proved,  altibough  the  will  were  sup* 
pressed,  or  its  existence  were  unknown,  or  it  were  dubious  who  was 
executor,  or  he  was  concealed,  or  abroad  at  the  time  of  granting  the 
administration."  It  is  also  void  ^^  if  granted  because  the  executor  has 
become  a  bankrupt,"  of  if  granted,  "  durante  minoritate  where  the  in- 
fant had  attained  his  age  of  seventeen,"  until  the  statute  of  38  Geo.  3. 
So,  ^  if  granted  by  a  bishop  where  the  intestate  had  bona  notabUia^ 
or  by  an  archbishop  of  effects  in  another  prpvince." 

The  case  of  Ford  v.  Travis,  decided  in  South  Carolina,  is  express 
to  this  point,  and  readers  a  further  reference  to  English,  books  un- 


The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  admits  this  to  be  the  law 
*  where  an  absolute  administration  is  grafted ;  but  denies  the  [  *  27  ] 
law  to  be  applicable  to  the  grant  of  a  temporary  administration. 


8  SUPREME   COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Griffith  V,  Fiazier.    8  C. 

However  correct  this  distinction  may  be  in  many  cases,  its  appli- 
cation to  that  at  bar  is  not  admitted. 

No  temporary  administration  can  be  granted  where  there  is  an 
executor  in  beings  capable  of  acting ;  and  where  the  case  will  not 
justify  the  grant  of  a  temporary  administration,  it  would  seem  to  be 
as  completely  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  -the  ordinary,  as  the  grant  of 
an  absolute  administration,  where  that  is  not  within  his  power. 

The  case,  put  by  Toller,  of  administration  durante  minorUate  where 
the  executor  is  of  the  age  of  17,  seems  full  in  point  This  is  a  tem- 
porary administration,  and  the  minority  of  the  executor  is  a  fact  for 
the  consideration  of  the  ordinary.  Yet  if,  in  such  a  case,  he  grants 
administration,  the  act  is  void,  because,  in  fact,  it  is  not  a  case  in 
which  he  can  grant  it 

The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Ford  v.  Travis,  appears 
applicable  to  this  case.  They  say  the  executor  having  proved  the 
will,  ^  was  in  the  nature  of  a  trustee ;  he  could  neither  abandon  his 
trust,  nor  be  deprived  of  his  interest  in  the  estate  of  the  deceased  by 
any  act  of  the  ordinary.  The  ordinary,  by  proving  the  will  and 
qualifying  the  executor,  executed  his  power ;  and  no  law  exists  in 
this  State,  authorizing  him  to  resume  it  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
qualified  executor,  notwithstanding  he  maybe  absent  from  the  State. 
Letters  of  administration  granted  under  such  circumstances  are  void 
db  initio. 

If  the  ordinary  cannot  resume  his  power,  so  as  to  grant  an  abso- 
lute administration,  he  cannot  resume  it  for  a  limited  time.  He  can- 
not, by  any  act  of  his,  divest  the  interest  of  the  executor  for  an  instant. 
The  power  may  revert  to  him  by  operation  of  law,  but  cannot  be  as- 
sumed by  any  act  of  his  own. 

The  grant  of  a  temporary  administration,  as  during  the 
[  •  28  ]  minority  of  an  executor,  is  adusum  et  commodum  *  ezecutoris* 
But  in  this  case,  the  administration  is,  for  the  time,  absolute, 
and  makes  the  administrator  the  entire  representative  of  the  deceased. 
It  would  not  be  unworthy  of  remark,  if  the  case  depended  on  it,  that 
though  the  application  of  Lamotte  was  for  administration  during  the 
absence  of  the  executor,  yet  the  grant  itself  is  without  limitation. 

But,  in  its  very  nature,  the  appointment  of  an  administrator,  during 
the  absence  of  an  executor  under  no  disability,  is  essentially  nothing 
more  than  the  appointment  of  an  agent  for  that  executor.  This,  the 
ordinary  has  not  the  power  to  do.  The  executor  alone  can  appoint 
his  agents. 

If  the  ordinary  bad  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  then  the  grant  of 
administration  was  void  ab  initio^  and  all  the  acts  of  the  grantee  are 
void.    Toller,  128,  3  Term  Rep.  125. 
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It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff  that  could  this  adxniniBtration  even 
be  considered  as  null,  where  that  forms  the  direct  question  before  the 
court,  as  it  did  in  Ford  v.  Travis,  yet  tiiat  point  cannot  be  examined 
where  it  is  collateral  and  incidenlal. 

The  answer  which  has  been  given  at  bar  to  this  argument  is  entirely 
satisfactory.  The  question  has  never  been  examined  in  a  court  of 
law  sitting  as  an  appellate  court  The  question  has  never  been, 
whether  the  letters  of  administration  shall  be  revoked  or  not,  but 
whether  they  were  originally  void,  so  as  not  to  warrant  the  particular 
act  in  support  of  which  they  were  alleged. 

But  in  this  case,  the  letters  of  administration  come  as  directly  be- 
fore the  court  as  in  the  case  of  Ford  v.  Travis.  The  conveyance 
from  the  sheriff  to  Freneau  forms  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  title ;  and 
the  validity  of  that  conveyance  may  depend  on  the  question  whether 
Lamotte  was  or  was  not  the  admiiUstrator  of  Salvadore.  The  ques- 
tion, therefore,  must  necessarily  be  decided ;  and  a  majority  of  the 
court  is  of  opinion  that  administration  was  granted  by  a  court  having 
no  jurisdiction  in  the  particular  case,  and  is  therefore  absolutely 
void. 

*  3d.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  that  the  [  *  29  ] 
judgment  on  which  the  execution  issued  was  properly  re- 
vived by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  whose  judgment  is  there- 
fore conclusive  until  reversed. 

The  first  objection  made  to  this  judgment  of  revivor  is,  that  it  was 
made  without  legal  process.  The  thirty  day  rule  is  substituted  for  the 
sdre  facias  only  in  cases  where  lapse  of  time  prevents  the  plaintiff 
from  suing  out  execution. 

However  this  court  might  construe  the  law  on  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  revivor  in  such  case,  that  question  has  been  decided  by 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  here. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  letters  of  administration  being  a 
mere  nullity,  no  party  representing  the  estate  of  Salvadore  was  before 
the  court,  and  consequentiy  the  judgment  could  not  bind  that  estate. 

This  question  is  one  of  considerable  difficulty.  Had  the  judgment 
been  revived  against  the  executor  himself,  without  the  service  of  pro- 
cess, it  would  perhaps,  while  in  force,  have  protected  all  proceedings 
under  it  But  this  judgment  is  revived  against  Lamotte,  who  was 
not  the  representative  of  Salvadore.  In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of 
the  court,  an  execution  on  this  judgment  could  not  legally  be  levied 
on  the  property  of  Salvadore ;  and  if  so,  the  titie  was  not  vested  in 
the  sheriff  by  the  service  of  the  execution,  and  could  not  be  conveyed 
by  him  to  the  purchaser.  Upon  this  point,  the  case  cited  from  1st 
Wilson,  302,  Earl  v.  Brown,  is  a  strong  one  agaiast  the  opinion  of 


10  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Van  Ness  v.  Fonest.    8  C. 

the  court :  but  in  that  case,  the  execution,  though  iiregolar,  was  is- 
sued on  a  real  judgment,  and  justified  the  sheriff  in  taking  the  effects 
of  the  deceased.  On  its  face  it  was  unexceptionable.  It  issued  at  an 
improper  time ;  but  in  all  other  respects  was  conreci  In  this  case, 
the  execution  issued  on  a  judgment  which  was  itself  a  nullity ;  and 
it  authorized  the  sheriff  to  take  the  effects  real  and  personal  of  Joseph 
Salvadore  in  the  hands  of  James  Lamotte  to  be  administered.  Now 
the  property  of  Salvadore  was  not  in  the  hands  of  Lamotte,  but  was 

in  the  hands  of  his  executor. 
[  •  30  ]      •  The  case  in  Wilson,  too,  is  so  briefly,  I  might   say 

obscurely,  reported,  as  to  leave  the  principle,  on  which  the 
court  decided,  entirely  uncertain.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  object 
of  the  motion  eluded  farther  than  the  restoration  of  the  money. 
This  wa9  not  an  attempt  to  set  aside  the  sale ;  and  nothing  appears 
in  the  case  from  which  is  to  be  conclusively  infeired  what  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  would  have  been  on  that  question. 

In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court,  there  is  no  error  in  the 
judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  and  it  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

14  P.  S3    166. 


Van  Ness  v.  Forrest. 
8  C.  30. 

/IP  A  promissory  note,  given  hj  one  member  of  a  commercial  company,  to  another  member,  for 

^  the  use  of  the  company,  will  maintain  an  action  at  law  by  the  promisee  in  his  own  name, 

against  the  maker,  notwithstanding  the  money,  when  recovered,  would  belong  to  the  com- 
pany. 
If  the  declaration  be  npon  a  joint  note,  and  the  defendant  plead,  that  the  note  is  the  separate 
note  of  one  of  the  defendants,  and  was  given  to  and  accepted  by  the  plaintiff,  in  full  satis- 
faction of  the  debt,  this  plea  is  bad  upon  special  demurrer,  because  it  amounts  to  the 
general  issue. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Columbia. 

The  case,  as  stated  by  Marshall,  C.  X,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court  was  as  follows :  — 
f  •  31  ]       •  The  defendant  in  error,  who  was  president  of  a  commer- 
cial company,  consisting  of  four  or  five  hundered  members, 
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sold  certain  merchandise,  the  property  of  the  company  to  Jehiel 
Crossfield,  and  took  his  note  payable  in  twenty  days,  to  Joseph  Fonest, 
president  of  the  commercial  company,  for  the  purchase-money*  De- 
fault having  been  made  in  payment,  Joseph  Forrest  instituted  a  suit 
against  Jehiel  Crossfield  and  John  P.  Van  Ness,  who  was  a  dormant 
partner  of  Crossfield,  and  also  a  partner  of  the  commercial  com- 
pany. 

The  declaration  contains  several  counts.  The  first  is  on  the  pro- 
missory note,  which  is  charged  as  the  note  of  Crossfield  and  Van 
Ness,  trading  under  the  firm  of  Jehiel  Crossfield.  The  second  and 
third,  for  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered,  the  fourth 
for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defendants,  to  the  use  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  tike  fifth  on  an  insimul  compiUassit* 

The  defendant,  Van  Ness,  pleads  the  general  issue,  on  v«hich  plea 
issue  is  joined. 

He  also  pleads  in  bar  several  special  pleas,  amounting  in  substance 
to  this,  that  the  several  assumpsits  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were 
made  for  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  belonging  to  the  commer- 
cial company,  consisting  of  many  partners,  and  of  which  both  the 
plaintiff  and  himself  were  members. 

The  third  plea  alleges,  that  the  plaintiff  did  agree  to  accept  and 
did  accept  the  separate  promissory  note  of  the  said  Crossfield,  in  pay- 
ment of  all  and  singular  the  debt  and  debts,  promises  and  assump- 
tions in  the  plaintiff's  said  declaration  above  supposed ;  in  pursuance 
and  execution  of  which  agreement  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant, 
Jehiel  Crossfield,  made  the  said  promissory  note  in  the  plaintiff's  said 
declaraiion  mentioned  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  plaintiff,  on 
the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  note,  at  the  county  aforesaid,  and  the 
plainti^  then  and  there  accepted  the  same  as  payment,  in  pursuance 
of  the  aforesaid  agreement 

To  these  several  special  pleas,  the  plaintiff  in  the  *  court   [  *  32  ] 
below  demurred  specially,  and  the  defendant  joined  in  de- 
murrer. 

On  argument,  the  demurrers  except  to  the  third  plea,  were  overruled, 
and  the  pleas  sustained  as  to  the  2d,  3d,  and  4th  counts,  but  the  de- 
murrers were  sustained  as  to  the  1st  and  5th  counts  of  the  declaration. 
The  demurrer  was  also  sustained  as  to  the  3d  plea,  which  was  ad- 
judged bad  as  to  all  the  counts. 

On  the  trial  of  the.  issues,  Van  Ness  objected  to  the  evidence 
offered  by  the  plaintiff  below,  to  support  the  first  count,  and  his  ob- 
jection being  overruled,  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  court.  This 
exception  brings  on  the  whole  question  made  by  the  pleas  on  the 
point,  that  the  goods  for  which  the  note  was  given,  were  partnership 
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goods,  belonging  to  a  company  of  which  both  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant were  members. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  below,  on  which  judg- 
ment was  rendered,  and  the  cause  is  brought  into  this  court  by  writ 
of  error. 

JoneSy  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  LaWj  for  the  defendant. 

[  *^  33  ]       *  Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 

1st  That  this  action  is  not  sustainable,  it  being  brought  by  one 
partner  against  another. 
[  *  34  ]       *  2d.  That  the  separate  note  of  CrosslGield  discharges  the 
origind  debt,  due  from  Crossfield  and  Van  Ness. 

As  the  first  error  assigned  by  the  plaintiff,  is,  if  it  be  really  an  error, 
apparent  on  the  bill  of  exceptions,  as  well  as  in  the  pleas,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  examine  the  formality  of  the  pleas  respecting  it 

It  is  alleged  that,  at  law,  one  partner  can  sue  another,  on  a  claim 
growing  out  of  the  partnership,  in  no  other  case  than  for  a  general 
balance  on  a  stated  account 

The  terms  on  which  this  proposition  has  been  laid  down  are  per- 
haps too  general. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  suit  is  instituted  on  a  promissory  note  given 
not  to  the  company,  but  to  Joseph  Forrest,  president  of  the  company. 
Although  the  origincd  case  of  action  does  not  merge  in  this  note, 
yet  a  suit  is  clearly  sustainable  on  the  note  itsel£  Such  suit  can  be 
brought  only  in  the  name  of  Joseph  Forrest  It  can  no  more  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  company,  than  if  it  had  been  given  to  a 
person,  not  a  member,  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  The  legal  title 
is  in  Joseph  Forrest,  who  ifecovers  the  money,  in  his  own  name,  as  a 
trustee  for  the  company.  Upon  the  record,  and  technically  speaking, 
he  is  the  sole  plaintiff,  and  the  court  can  perceive  no  reasonable  or 
legal  objection  to  his  sustaining  an  action  on  the  note.  The  princi- 
ple that  a  company  cannot  sue  its  members,  does  not  apply  to  the 
case ;  nor  does  the  principle,  that  a  partner  cannot  sue  a  partner  on 
a  partnership  transaction,  apply  to  any  case  where  a  note  in  writing 
is  given  for  money,  not  to  a  firm,  but  to  an  individual  member. 

The  third  plea  alleges,  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below  agreed 
to  accept  the  separate  promissory  note  of  Crossfield,  in  payment,  and 
that,  in  execution  of  this  agreement,  Crossfield  made  the  note  in  the 
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declaration  mentioned,  which  was  accepted  in  payment  of  the  several 
assumptions  stated  in  the  declaration. 

Now  the  note,  in  tiie  dedaration  mentioned,  is  a  joint  note,  so  that 
this  plea  in  one  place  alleges  it  to  be  a  joint  note,  and  in  another 
place  to  be  a  several  note. 

*  It  becomes  unnecessary  to  inqaire  into  the  effect  of  this  [  *  35  ] 
repugnancy,  if  it  be  one,  because  the  plea,  if  to  be  under- 
stood as  averring  that  the  note,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  is  a 
several  and  not  a  joint  note,  would  amount  to  the  general  issue.  The 
plea  is  no  more,  to  the  first  count,  than  non  osswnpsiL  For  if  the 
note  W3S  not  the  note  of  Van  Ness,  he  had  not  made  the  assumpsit 
stated  in  the  first  count.  This  is  ill  upon  a  special  demurrer,  when 
assigned  as  cause  of  demurrer. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  supposes  the  case  of  Sheehy  v.  Mandeville 
and  Jameson,  reported  in  6th  Cranch,  253,  to  be  a  case  in  his  favor, 
on  this  point  The  court  thinks  otherwise.  In  that  case,  as  in  this,  a 
note  WB3  given  by  one  partner  for  a  debt  contracted  by  the  firm.  In 
that  case,  as  in  this,  one  count  in  the  declaration  was  specid,  on  the 
note,  stating  it  to  be  a  joint  note,  and  other  counts  were  general,  on 
the  original  transactions.  The  defendant,  whose  name  was  not  on  the 
note,  stated  it  to  have  been  received  in  discharge  of  the  open  account. 
The  court  decided,  that  the  plea  was  good,  not  in  bar  of  the  special 
count  on  the  note  itself,  but  in  bar  of  the  general  counts,  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered. 

Upon  the  special  count,  the  court  was  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  be- 
low, who  was  also  plaintiff  in  error,  and  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court,  which  had  been  against  him,  was  reversed.  The  case  of 
Sheehy  r.  Mandeville  and  Jameson,  then,  is  not  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  so  far  as  his  third  plea  applies  to  the  first  count  in  this 
declaration. 

This  court  is  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of 
the  circuit  court,  either  in  sustaining  the  demurrers  to  the  several  pleas 
filed  in  that  court  to  the  first  count  in  the  declaration  or  in  admitting 
tiie  note,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  the 
jury,  on  the  trial  of  the  issue  of  fact  This  opinion  renders  it  unneces- 
sary to  examine  the  decision  of  the  circuit  •  court,  as  it  respects  the 
pleas  to  the  other  counts,  since,  should  their  decision  respecting  the 
pleas  to  those  counts  even  be  deemed  erroneous,  their  judgment  will 
stand. 

.    Judgment  affirmed. 

VOL.   III.  2 
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[  *  36  ]  *  The  Bank  op  Alexandria  v.  Hebbert. 

8  C.  36. 

^  .7  The  trustee  of  an  iasolrent  debtor  in  the  District  of  Colombia,  represents  the  creditors  of  the 
insolvent,  and  can  take  advantage  of  a  lailore  to  record  a  mortgage,  which  the  law  makes 
void  as  to  creditors. 

This  was  an  appeal  firom  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia.    The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

SwimOy  for  the  appellants. 

Taylor^  contra. 

[  •  38  ]  •Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  — 

In  this  case  a  bill  was  brought  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  county 
of  Alexandria,  by  William  Herbert,  jr.,  trustee  for  the  creditors  of 
John  Potts,  an  insolvent  debtor,  against  the  Bank  of  Alexandria,  to 
recover  the  proceeds  of  a  tract  of  land,  the  property  of  Potts,  which 
had  been  sold  by  consent,  and  the  money  deposited  in  bank. 

This  land  had  been  conveyed  by  Potts  to  the  bank  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  borrowed  by  him,  but  the  deed  of  mort- 
gage had  not  been  recorded  until  eight  months  after  its  date  had 
elapsed  The  law  of  Virginia,  which  governs  this  case,  declares  all 
deeds  of  mortgage  whatsoever,  though  good  between  the  parties,  to 
be  void  as  to  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  without  notice, 
unless  they  be  rec^drded  within  eight  months  fix)m  the  date. 

The  question  is  whether  this  mortgage  can  be  set  up  in  favor  of 
the  bank  against  the  trustee  for  the  creditors. 

The  circuit  court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  trustee,  and  firom  that 
decree  there  is  an  appeal  to  this  court 

For  the  appellant,  it  is  contended  that  the  trustee  may  be  assimi- 
lated to  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  and  he  has  adduced  some  cases 
firom  the  books,  showing  that  in  England  a  deed  declared  to  be  void 
in  law  has  been  supported  against  the  assignees  in  favor  of  the  par- 
ticular creditor  who  holds  a  lien  upon  it. 

The  resemblance  between  the  trustee  for  the  estate  of  an  insolvent 

debtor  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 

is  admitted ;  yet  a  clear  distinction  exists  between  the  cases 

[  •  39  ]  cited  at  bar  and  •that  before  the  court     In  those  cases  the 


FEBRUABY  TERM,    1814.  15 

Marcardler  v,  Chesapeake  Iiunnuioe  Co.    8  C. 

deed  was  declared  void  without  any  view  to  creditors.  la  this  case 
the  deed  is  declared  void  for  the  particular  benefit  of  creditors.  To 
set  up  this  deed  against  the  creditors,  would  be  to  defeat  the  very 
object  for  which  the  law  was  made. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellants  is  well  apprised  of  this  distinction, 
and  though  he  claims  for  his  clients  the  benefit  of  this  deed  against 
the  trustee,  he  admits  that  it  could  not  be  sustained  against  the  cre- 
ditors suing  in  their  own  names. 

In  reason,  there  can  be  no  difference  between  this  suit,  which 
asserts  the  right  of  the  creditors  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law,  and 
an  assertion  of  that  right  in  their  own  names.  Nor  does  the  law 
distinguish  between  them.  The  cases  cited  did  not  turn  on  any 
distinction  between  the  rights  of  the  assignee  and  the  creditors,  but 
on  the  preference  which  ought  to  be  given  to  him  who  has  trusted 
on  the  credit  of  the  particular  fund  over  those  who  had  trusted  the 
general  fund. 

l^e  decree  is  affirmed^  vnA  costs. 


Mabcabdibb  v.  The  Chesapeake  Insurance  Compant. 

8  C.  39. 

Where  a  tedmical  total  low  is  songbt  to  be  maintaitted  upon  the  mere  ground  of  deterionk  IW'^ 
tkm  of  the  cargo,  at  an  intermediate  port,  to  a  moietj  of  its  valae,  all  deterioration  of  //  ^A  < 
memorandum  articles  most  be  exdaded  from  the  estimate.  ,^  i^'j 

Therefore,  in  a  cargo  of  a  mixed  character,  no  abandonment  for  mere  deterioration  in  valne  Z^,,  .j 
dming  the  voyage,  can  be  yalid,  unless  the  damage  on  the  non-memorandum  arttdea ''  '  ^ '  '^  ^ 
exceed  a  moiety  of  the  value  of  the  whole  cazgo  indnding  the  memorandum  articles.        fj     ^ 

Where  the  general  owner  of  a  ship  retains  the  possession,  command,  and  navigation  of  tho  /  ^-f  . 
same,  and  contracts  to  carry  a  caigo  on  freight  for  the  voyage,  the  chartei^party  is  to  be  /fp  ,  ^ 
considered  as  a  mere  affiwigbtment  sounding  in  corenant,  and  the  frei^^ter  is  not  clothed  ^    ~ 
witii  the  diaracter  or  legal  responsibility  of  ownership. 

In  such  case,  the  general  owner  is  also  owner  for  the  voyage. 

Consequently,  if  he  be  the  master  of  Uie  vessel,  he  is  incapable  of  committing  barratiy. 

Errob  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Maryland. 

The  facts  of  this  case  were  thus  stated  by  Story,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court 

ThLs  is  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  underwritten  by  the 
defendants,  on  the  29th  of  October,  1806,  for  (31,000,  upon  any  kind 
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of  lawful  goods  on  board  the  brig  Betsey,  whereof  Alexander 
[  *40  ]  ATDoogai  was  then  *  master,  on  a  voyage  at  and  from  New- 
York  to  Nantes*  AFDongal  was  the  general  owner  of  the 
brig,  and,  on  the  1st  day  of  October,  1806,  by  a  charter-paxty  of 
affireightment  made  with  the  plaintiff,  granted,  and  to  freight  let,  to 
the  plaintifil  the  said  brig,  excepting  and  reserving  her  cabin  for  the 
use  of  the  master  and  mate,  and  for  accommodation  of  passengers, 
as  therein  mentioned,  and  so  much  room  in  the  hold  as  might  be 
necessary  for  the  mariners,  and  storage  of  water,  wood,  provisions, 
and  cables,  for  the  voyage  from  New  York  to  Nantes ;  and  AFDongal, 
by  the  same  instmment,  covenanted  to  man,  victual,  and  navigate  the 
brig  at  his  own  charge  during  the  voyage,  and  to  receive  on  board 
any  shipment  of  goods,  not  contraband,  which  the  plaintiff  should 
tender  at  the  side  of  the  ship,  or  within  reach  of  her  tackles,  at  New 
York,  and  to  stow  and  secure  the  same,  and  proceed  therewith  to 
Nantes,  and  there  discharge  the  same.  The  passengers  on  board  the 
brig  were  to  be  at  the  joint  expense  of  the  parties,  and  the  passage 
money  was  to  be  equally  divided  between  them.  The  other  clauses 
in  the  charter-party  are  not  material  to  be  stated,  except  that  the 
plaintiff  covenanted  to  pay  the  stipulated  freight  and  demurrage.  The 
cargo,  put  09  board  by  the  plaintif!j  was  of  the  invoice  value  of 
029,889,  of  which  $7,439  were  in  memorandum  articles.  The  brig 
sailed  on  the  voyage,  under  the  command  of  IVFDougal,  on  the  9th 
of  November,  1806,  and  during  the  voyage  was  compelled  by  stress 
of  weather,  and  other  accidents,  to  bear  away  for  the  West  Indies, 
and  arrived  at  the  port  of  St  John's,  in  Antigua,  on  the  22d  day  of 
December.  There  the  master  made  application  to  the  vice-admiralty 
for  a  survey,  &c,  and  such  proceedings  were  had  upon  his  application, 
that  the  cargo  was  landed,  and  by  a  decretal  order  of  the  court,  of 
the  Slst  of  January,  1807,  the  same  was  ordered  to  be  sold  for  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned,  reserving  the  question  as  to  freight  Under 
this  decree,  the  cargo  was  accordingly  sold,  and  the  sales  completed 
before  the  28th  of  March,  1807 ;  and  the  net  proceeds  of  the  whole 
of  the  plaintiff^s  property  amounted  to  013,767.  The  net  proceeds 
of  the  memorandum  articles,  included  in  the  same  sum,  were 
(6,863.30.  The  whole  proceeds  were  paid  over  to  an  agent  ap- 
pointed by  IVFDougal,  and  the  freight  for  the  whole  voyage 
[  *  41  ]  was  allowed  him  by  the  admiralty,  upon  a  report  *  of  com- 
missioners, to  whom  the  question  was  referred.  The  brig 
was  repaired  at  Antigua,  within  a  reasonable  time,  at  the  expense 
of  one  sixth  only  of  her  value,  and  capable  of  performing  the  voyage 
with  the  original  cargo ;  but  M'Dougal  voluntarily  abandoned  the 
voyage  at  Antigua,  for  his  own  emolument  and  advantage.     Of  the 
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caigo,  mnety-nine  bags  of  coffee  were  spoiled  and  thrown  overboard, 
and  the  residue  greatly  damaged  by  the  perils  of  the  seas ;  and  the 
whole  cargo^  including  the  memorandom  articles,  sustained  a  damage, 
dnring  the  voyage,  exceeding  a  moiety  of  its  original  value.  On  the 
4th  of  February,  1807,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  after  receiving 
information  of  the  loss,  the  plaintiff  abandoned  the  whole  cargo  to 
the  underwriters. 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts,  for  a  total  loss :  1st,  by  the 
perils  of  the  seas,  and  2d,  by  barratry  of  the  master.  At  the  trial, 
the  court  below,  upon  the  faxstB  and  circumstances  above  stated,  held 
Ihat  iiie  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  as  for  a  total  loss  of  the 
cargo  insured,  including  the  memorandum  articles ;  and  the  cause 
came  up  to  this  court,  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  that  opinion. 

Harpery  for  the  plaintiffs. 

JPMmepy  for  the  defendants. 

•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol-  [  *  46  ] 
lows:-— 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  contends,  that  there  was  a  total  loss, 
which  authorized  an  abandonment  by  both  of  the  perils  stated  in  the 
dedaiation,  namely :  — 

1st  By  the  perils  of  the  seas,  and 

2d.  By  barratry  of  the  master. 

And  first,  as  to  a  total  loss  by  the  perils  of  the  seas. 

•  It  seems  now  dear  that  a  technical  total  loss  may  arise  [  •  47  J 
from  the  mere  deterioration  of  a  cargo,  by  any  of  the  perils 
insored  against,  if  the  deterioration  be  ascertahied  at  an  intermediate 
port,  of  necessity,  short  of  the  port  of  destination.  In  such  case,  al- 
though the  ship  be  in  a<»pacity  to  perform  the  voyage,  yet  if  the 
voyage  be  not  worth  pursuing,  or  the  thing  insured  be  so  damaged 
and  spoiled  as  to  be  of  Uttie  or  no  value,  the  insured  has  a  right  to 
abandon  the  projected  adventure,  and  throw  upon  the  underwriter 
the  unprofitable  and  disastrous  subject  of  insurance.  It  has  there- 
fore been  held,  that  if  a  cargo  be  damaged  in  the  course  of  the  voy- 
age, and  it  appear  that  what  has  been  saved  is  less  in  value  than  the 
amount  of  the  freight,  it  is  a  dear  case  of  a  total  loss.  It  does  not, 
however,  appear  that  the  exact  quantum  of  damage  which  shall 
authorize  an  abandonment  as  for  a  total  loss,  has  ever  become  the 
direct  subject  of  adjudication  in  the  English  courts.  The  celebrated 
treatise  Le  Ghiidon,  c.  7,  art  1,  considers  that  a  damage  exceeding 
the  moiety  of  the  value  of  the  thing  insured,  is  sufficient  to  authorize 

2* 
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an  abandonment.  This  role  has  received  some  countenance  from 
more  recent  elementary  writers ;  and,  from  its  public  convenience  and 
certainty,  has  been  adopted  as  the  governing  principle  in  some  of  the 
most  respectable  commercial  States  in  the  Union ;  and  perhaps  is 
now  so  generally  established  as  not  easily  to  be  shaken.  1  John,  c 
141 ;  1  John.  R  335,  406 ;  Marsh.  Ins.  562.  Note  92,  Am.  edit 
1810;  Park,  194,  6th  edition. 

But  this  rule  has  never  been  deemed  to  extend  to  a  cargo  consist- 
ing wholly  of  memorandum  articles.  The  legal  effect  of  the  memo- 
randukn  is  to  protect  the  underwriter  from  all  partial  losses ;  and  if  a 
loss  by  deterioration,  exceeding  a  moiety  in  value,  would  authorize 
an  abandonment,  the  great  object  of  the  stipulation  would  be  com- 
pletely evaded.  It  seems,  therefore,  to  be  the  settled  doctrine  that 
nothing  short  of  a  total  extinction,  either  physical  or  in  value,  of 
memorandum  articles  at  an  intermediate  port,  would  entitle  the  in- 
sured to  turn  the  case  into  a  total  loss,  where  the  voyage  is  capable 
of  being  performed.  And  perhaps,  even  as  to  an  extinction  in  value^ 
where  the  commodity  specifically  remains,  it  may  yet  be 
[  *  48  ]  deemed  not  quite  settled  whether,  *  under  the  like  circum- 
stances, it  would  authorize  an  abandonment  for  a  total  loss. 
Dyson  v.  Rowcroft,  3  Bos.  and  PnlL  474 ;  Maggrath  v.  Church,  1 
Caines  R.  212;  Ck>cking  v.  Frazer,  Marshall,  227;  Park,  152,6th 
edition. 

The  case  before  the  court  is  of  a  mixed  character.  It  embraces 
articles  of  both  descriptions ;  some  within  and  others  without  the 
purview  of  the  memorandum.  If^  in  such  a  case,  a  deterioration 
exceeding  a  moiety  in  value,  be  a  proper  case  of  technical  total  loss, 
it  will  follow  that,  in  many  cases,  the  underwriter  will,  indirectly,  be 
rendered  responsible  for  partial  losses  on  the  memorandum  articles- 
Suppose,  in  such  a  case,  the  damage  of  the  memorandum  articles 
were  forty  per  cent,  and  to  the  other  articles  ten  per  cent,  in  the 
whole,  amounting  to  half  the  value  of  the  cargo,  the  underwriter 
would  be  responsible  for  a  technical  total  loss,  and  thereby  made  to 
bear  the  whole  damage,  from*  which  the  memorandum  meant  to  ex- 
empt him.  Indeed,  cases  might  arise  in  which  the  damage  might 
exclusively  fall  on  memorandum  artides;  and  if  it  exceeded  the 
moiety,  in  value,  of  the  whole  cargo,  might  load  him  with  the  bur- 
den of  a  partial  loss,  in  manifest  contravention  of  the  intention  of 
the  parties.  A  construction  which  leads  to  such  a  consequence  can- 
not be  'admitted  unless  it  be  unavoidable.  And  we  are  entirely 
satisfied  that  such  a  construction  ought  not  to  prevail  The  under- 
writer is,  in  all  cases  of  deterioration,  entitled  to  an  exemption  from 
partial  losses  on  the  memorandum  articles ;  and  in  order  to  effectuate 
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this  right,  it  is  necesaaryy  where  a  technical  total  loss  is  sought  to  be 
maintained  upon  the  mere  ground  of  deterioration  of  the  cargo,  at  an 
intermediate  port,  to  a  moiety  of  its  value,  to  exclude  from  that  esti- 
mate all  deterioration  of  the  memorandum  articles.  Upon  this  prin- 
ciple, on  a  cargo  of  mixed  character,  no  abandonment  for  mere  dete- 
rioration in  yalue  during  the  voyage  can  be  valid,  unless  the  damage 
on  the  non-memorandum  articles  exceed  a  moiety  of  the  value  of  the 
whole  cargo,  including  the  memorandum  articles.  The  case  is  con- 
sidered, as  to  the  underwriter,  the  same  as  though  the  memorandum 
articles  should  exist  in  their  original  sound  state.  In  this  way,  full 
effect  is  given  to  the  contract  of  the  parties.  The  underwriter 
*  is  never  made  responsible  for  partial  losses  on  memoran-  [  *  49  ] 
dum  articles,  however  great ;  and  the  technical  total  losses 
for  which  alone  he  can  be  liable,  are  such  as  stand  unaffected  by  the 
perishable  nature  of  the  commodity  which  he  insures. 

In  the  present  case,  the  facts  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  do  not  show 
a  depreciation  of  a  moiety  in  value,  excluding  the  memorandum 
articles.  There  is  no  evidence  of  the  quantum  of  depreciation  of 
any  part  of  the  cargo.  The  forced  sales  at  Antigua  could  not,  under 
the  cixcamstances,  constitute  a  medium  by  which  to  ascertain  it. 
Admitting,  therefore,  the  rule  to  be  correct,  tiiat  the  party  had  a  right 
to  abandon  where  the  depreciation  exceeds  a  moiety  of  the  value, 
the  plaintiff  has  not  brought  himself  within  that  rule  as  applied  to  a 
caigo  of  a  mixed  character  like  the  present  The  court  below  were 
right,  therefore,  in  deciding  that  there  was  no  total  loss  proved  by  the 
perils  of  the' seas. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  there  was  a  total  loss  by  the  barra- 
try of  the  master.  And  this  depends  exclusively  upon  tiie  consider- 
ation, who  was  owner  of  the  brig  for  the  voyage ;  for  it  is  conceded 
on  all  sides,  that  the  conduct  of  the  master  was  barratrous,  if  he  was 
in  a  eitnation  to  commit  that  offence.  Barratry  is  an  act  committed 
by  the  master  or  mariners  of  a  ship,  for  some  unlawful  or  fraudulent 
purpose,  contrary  to  their  duty  to  their  owners,  whereby  the  latter 
sustain  an  injury.  It  follows,  therefore,  from  the  very  terms  of  the 
definition,  that  it  cannot  be  committed  by  a  master  who  is  owner  for 
the  voyage ;  because  he  cannot  commit  a  fraud  against  himself.  But 
it  may  be  committed  against  a  person  who  is  owner  for  the  voyage, 
although  he  may  not  be  the  general  owner  of  the  ship.  A  person 
may  be  owner  for  the  voyage,  who,  by  a  contract  with  the  general 
owner,  hires  the  ship  for  the  vojrage,  and  has  the  exclusive  posses- 
sion, command,  and  navigation  of  the  ship.  Such  is  understood  to 
have  been  the  case  of  VaUejo  v»  Wheeler,  Cowp.  143.  But  where 
the  general  owner  retains  the  possession,  command,  and  navigation  of 
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the  ship,  and  oontiBctB  to  carry  a  cargo  on  frdgfat  for  the  Toyage,  the 
charter-party  is  considered  as  a  mete  afi&eigfatment  sounding  in  oove- 
nanty  and  the  £reigfater  is  not  clothed  with  the  diaracter 
[  *  50  ]  *  or  legal  responsibility  of  ownership ;  soch  was  the  case  of 
Hooe  &  Co*  V,  GroTennan,  in  this  oonrt,  1  Cr.  214.  In  the 
first  case,  the  general  freighter  is  responsible  for  the  condnct  of  Hie 
master  and  mariners  daring  the  Toyage ;  in  the  latter  case,  the  re- 
sponsibility rests  on  the  general  owner.  On  eyamimng  the  charter- 
party  in  the  jnresent  case,  there  can  be  no  donbt,  fiom  the  terms  and 
stipulations,  that  it  faUs  within  the  latter  class  of  cases.  The  master, 
who  was  the  general  owner,  retained  the  exdnsive  possession,  com- 
mand, and  management  of  the  vessel,  and  she  was  navigated  at  his 
expense  dnring  the  voyage.  The  whole  charter-party,  except  the  in- 
troductory clause  sounds  merely  in  covenant  The  ownership  was 
not  divested  by  the  covenant  of  affieightment,  and,  consequently, 
the  master  was  incapable  of  committing  barratry.  There  was,  then, 
no  total  loss  on  the  second  count  in  the  declaration. 

The  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  on  this  exception  must  be  sus- 
tained. But  there  are  other  exceptions  on  the  record,  in  which  it  is 
admitted  by  the  parties,  that  the  circuit  court  erred.  The  points 
intended  to  be  raised  in  these  exceptions  have,  in  effect,  been  decided 
by  this  court,  in  Caze  and  Richmond  v.  The  Baltimore  Insurance 
Company,  at  February  term,  1813,  7  C.  358.  For  the  errors  in  these 
exceptions  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  directions  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  to  award  a  vetUre  facias  de  novo. 

1  W.  219. 
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If  two  joint  owners  of  the  merdiandise  consign  it  to  a  merchant  for  sale,  and  inform  him 
that  each  owns  one  moietj ;  and  if  they  give  separate  and  yariant  instractions,  each  for 
his  own  moiety,  one  of  the  consignors  alone  may  maintain  a  separate  action  against  the 
consignee  for  a  violation  of  his  separate  instmctions. 

This  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

[  *  51  ]      *  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court}  as 
follows :  — 


FEBBUARY  TERM,  1814.  21 

HaU  o.  Leigh.    8  C. 

This  cause  comes  here  on  a  writ  of  eiror  to  the  drcuit  court  of  the 
United  States,  for  the  district  of  Maryland 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  phdntifi^  who  was  also  pledntifF 
below,  to  recover  the  pioceeds  of  100  bags  of  cotton  which  had  been 
shipped  to  the  defendants,  and  by  them  sold  on  commission* 

At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  together  with  William 
Potts  &  Co*  in  1807,  made  a  joint  shipment  of  200  bales  of  cotton 
to  the  address  of  the  defendants,  who  resided  at  Liverpool,  to  make 
sale  thereof  for  their  joint  benefit.  This  cotton  belonged  one  half  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  pther  half  to  William  Potts  &  Ck>.  The  ship- 
ment was  aocompaoied  by  two  letters  to  the  defendants,  the  one 
^tten  by  the  plaintiff  bearing  date  14th  Febmary,  1807,  in  which 
after  advising  them  of  the  shipment,  he  adds :  ^  Mr.  Potts  has  written 
you  on  the  subject  of  his  interest  in  this  adventure ;  for  myself  I  have 
to  request  that  you  will,  after  covering  me  in  cost  and  charges,  make 
such  disposition  of  my  one  half  the  shipment  as  your  own  judgment 
may  think  best  for  my  interest." 

The  other  letter  was  written  by  WiUiam  Potts  &  Co.  and  is  dated 
5th  February,  1807,  in  which  they  also  advised  the  defendants  of  the 
shipment  which  they  say  is  ^  for  account  of  Mr.  Hall  and  ourselves 
each  one  half,"  and  after  directing  what  is  to  be  done  with  their 
moiety,  they  observe  that,  ^  under  present  circumstances,  Mr.  Hall 
^  will  decline  drawing  on  his  proportion,  as  he  wishes  you  to  avoid 
selling  at  the  present  prices  as  long  as  possible  —  we  refer  you  to 
him  for  more  particular  directions." 

In  another  letter  of  the  13th  April,  1807,  the  plaintiff  directed  the 
defendants  that,  after  effecting  sales  of  his  half  of  the  cotton,  on  the 
terms  of  his  first  letter,  they  should  pass  the  net  proceeds  of  his 
proportion  to  the  credit  of  Messrs.  W.  Potts  &  Co.  and  fur- 
nish him  *  with  sales  and  account  current  as  soon  as  possible,  [  *  52  ] 
to  enable  him  to  settle  with  those  gentlemen  here." 

After  the  receipt  of  these  letters,  the  defendant  on  the  5th  June, 
1807,  sold  100  bags  of  the  cotton  on  account  of  William  Potts  &  Co. 
at  17i  sterling  per  pound,  and  immediately  advised  them  thereof. 

The  defendants  afterwards,  that  is  on  the  31st  December,  1807,  had 
the  remaining  100  bags  of  cotton,  valued  at  14dL  sterling  per  pound, 
at  which  price  they  took  it  to  themselves,  and  carried  the  amount  to 
the  credit  of  William  Potts  &  Co.,  and  on  the  1st  of  March  following, 
sold  them  at  a  higher  price.  The  plaintiff,  thinking  the  defendant 
gnihy  of  a  breach  of  orders,  brought  this  action  to  recover  damage, 
and  on  the  preceding  evidence,  the  circuit  court  was  of  opinion  that 
he  could  not  separately  maintain  an  action  against  them,  on  which  a 
verdict  and  judgment  passed  against  him. 
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Although  the  purchase  of  this  cotton  was  on  the  joint  account  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  of  William  Potts  &  Co.,  yet  as,  in  its  shipment  to 
the  defendants,  their  distinct  interests  were  not  only  disdosed,  but  as 
separate  and  variant  instructions  were  given  as  to  the  disposal  of  it, 
and  as,  under  these  directions,  the  defendants  acted  thoughout  the 
whole  of  their  agency  in  this  business,  it  is  not  easy  to  perceive  on 
what  ground  they  now  allege  that  they  can  be  liable  only  in  a  joint 
action  in  the  names  of  the  present  plaintifi^  and  of  WiUiam  Potts  & 
Co.  By  their  own  conduct  they  have  precluded  themselves  from 
every  objection  of  this  nature,  for  they  have  contracted,  as  to  the  one 
half  of  this  property,  with  the  plaintiff^  and  as  to  the  other  moiety, 
with  William  Potts  &  Co.,  and  it  vdll  be  seen  by  a  recurrence  to  the 
testimony,  not  only  that  their  engagements  with  these  parties  are  dis- 
tinct, but  of  different  kinds.  In  selling  the  proportion  of  W.  Potts  & 
Co.  they  had  a  discretion,  but  over  the  other  they  had  no  right  to  sell 
for  less  than  cost  and  charges.  This  court,  therefore,  is  of  opinion 
that  the  action  was  well  brought,  and  that  the  judgment  of  tiie  cir- 
cuit court  was  eironeous,  and  must  be  reversed 


[  •  63  ]    •The  Common  Council  op  Alexandria  v.  Phbston. 

8  C.  53. 

In  this  case,  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  had 
ruled,  that  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  in  the  city  of  Alexandria,  was 
not  liable  for  taxes  assessed  thereon  before  he  became  owner  thereof, 
and,  upon  error,  this  court  affirmed  the  judgment,  without  assigning 
any  reasons. 


[  •  55  ]    •Pleasants  v.  The  Maryland  Insurance  Company. 

S  C.  55. 

If  a  cai^o  be  insnred  in  several  different  policies,  and  in  one  the  inToice  ruble  is  yaloed^and 
in  others  not,  in  adjusting  a  loss  under  the  rained  policy,  the  cost  of  the  whole  cargo  is 
to  be  brought  into  dollars,  reckoning  the  ruble  at  its  agreed  ralue,  and  the  amounts  acta- 
ally  paid  under  the  other  policies  being  deducted,  the  residue  of  the  loss  is  the  amount 
due. 
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Ebbor  to  the  drcnit  court  for  the  district  of  Maryland.  The  case 
is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Hi^rpeTj  for  the  plaintiill 

Jones  and  Pinkneyj  for  the  defendant 

*  Johnson,  X,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol-  [  *  67  ] 
lows :  — 

Tins  is  the  case  of  an  insurance  on  a  voyage  from  St  Petersburgi 
or  Cronstadt,  to  Philadelphia,  effected  in  the  year  1810.  The  vessel 
was  captured  and  the  assured  abandoned.  The  only  difficulty  arises 
on  the  piinciples  upon  which  the  loss  shall  be  adjusted. 

Besides  this  policy,  eight  others  were  effected  in  Philadelphia.  In 
seven  of  them  no  valuation  was  attached  to  the  ruble.  In  the  eighth 
it  was  valued  at  40  cents,  and  on  this,  which  was  the  ninth  in  order, 
at  46  cents.  In  settling  the  first  seven,  the  ruble  was  estimated  at 
3^  cents,  which  was  the  received  value  at  Philadelphia.  On  the 
eighth,  it  was  settled  at  the  stipulated  value  of  40  cents.  The  value  of 
goods  laden  on  board  the  ship  was  proved  to  be  95,565  rubles.  The 
sums  paid  on  the  first  eight  policies  corresponded  to  the  adjusted  value 
of  94,084  rubles,  leaving  a  balance  of  only  1,481 ;  equal,  at  46  cents, 
to  about  $682  unpaid.  But  if  the  whole  amount  of  the 
*  cargo  be  brought  into  dollars  at  46  cents  to  the  ruble,  and  [  *  58  ] 
the  sum  in  dollars  actually  paid  on  the  other  policies  be  de- 
ducted, there  will  still  remain  more  unpaid  than  would  exhaust  the 
whole  sum  underwritten  on  the  ninth  policy. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  is  contended  that  the  compensa- 
tion paid  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  other  policies,  is  absolute  and  com- 
plete, as  to  the  corresponding  amount  in  rubles,  leaving  only  1,481 
unpaid.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  contends  that  the  compen- 
sation was  only  relative,  and  cannot  affect  his  rights  as  between 
himself  and  this  defendant  And  of  this  opinion  is  the  majority  of 
the  court 

The  object  to  be  attained  is,  to  secure  to  the  assured  a  fair  indem- 
nity under  all  the  advantages  which  he  has  purchased  of  the  insurers. 

The  intention  of  the  parties,  in  attaching  a  fixed  value  to  the  ruble, 
appears  in  the  order  for  iosurance,  to  wit :  "  to  distinguish  between 
the  paper  and  specie  ruble." 

It  is  very  well  known  that  the  ruble  is  the  money  of  account  in 
Russia.  It  was  originally  a  coin  corresponding  in  value  to  the  Ame- 
rican dollar.  But  by  the  forced  circulation  of  a  paper  representative 
of  the  ruble,  dependent  on  nothing  but  mere  national  faith  or  national 
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force  for  its  valae,  Hie  eilver  rable  has  nominally  doubled  or  trebled 
itself  in  value.  The  astonishing  and  rapid  fluctuation  in  its  value 
appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  case,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  in 
the  year  1810  it  varied  from  48  to  25  cents. 

To  secure  the  assured  against  the  effects  of  this  fluctuation,  was 
the  object  of  tiie  parties  in  attaching  a  specific  value  to  the  ruble ; 
and  as  the  whole  cargo  would  be  affected  in  value  by  this  cause,  and 
the  policy  was  upon  the  cargo  generally,  we  are  of  opinion  that  no 
other  principle  in  calculating  the  loss  would  afford  him  the  indemnity 
stipulated  for  in  the  policy. 

The  {»rinciple  contended  for  by  the  defendant  is  subject  to 
[  *  59  ]  this  obvious  objection,  that  it  is  not  reciprocaL    *Had  the 
adjustment  of  the  value  of  the  ruble  in  the  other  cases  ex- 
ceeded 46  cents,  that  adjustment  would  not  in  any  respect  have 
resulted  to  his  benefit 

There  isone  difficulty  of  which  the  court  are  fuDy  aware,  which  is, 
that  the  interest  assigned  in  the  abandonment,  if  estimated  in  ruMes, 
will  be  inversely  as  the  rate  at  which  the  ruble  is  estimated,  so  that 
he  who  pays  most  would  acquire  least  But  in  this  case  the  objec- 
tion does  not  arise ;  as  the  plaintiff  by  a  compromise  with  the  under- 
writers on  some  of  the  other  poUdes  has  reserved  a  sufficient  interest 
in  the  subject  of  abandonment,  to  meet  the  just  claims  of  these 
underwriters.  And  in  no  case  would  this  consideration  create  a 
difficulty  as  between  the  parties  to  a  policy.  Amcmg  the  underwrit- 
ers alone  in  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the  thing  aband(med, 
would  it  be  necessary  to  determine  on  the  correct  rule  to  be  apjdied 
in  such  a  case. 

Had  the  policy,  whidi  is  the  subject  of  this  suit,  been  a  valued 
policy,  and  declared  the  value  of  the  wh<^  cargo  to  be  ^43,929,  the 
actual  amount  at  the  stipulated  valuation  of  the  ruble,  the  same 
objection  would  have  presented  itself,  but  certainly  would  not  have 
availed  to  prevent  a  recovery. 

The  judgment  below  must  th^fefore  be  reversed,  and  the  case 
remanded 


WPCall  et  oL  v.  The  Marine  Insurance  Company. 

8  C.  59. 

Under  a  policy  insuring  against  "  unlawful  arrests,  restnunts,  and  detainments/'  the  assured 
cannot  abandon  on  account  of  restraint  of  the  vessel  irom  entering  a  blockaded  port,  the 
TOjage  being  thsreby  broken  up,  because  such  restraint  is  not  nnlawfiiL 
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EsROR  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  oi  Maryland. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  underwritten  by  the  defendants, 
upon  all  kinds  of  lawful  goods  and  merchandise,  on  board  the 
ship  Cordelia,  on  a  voyage  from  the  island  of  Teneriffe, 
to  Surabaya,  and  at  and  from  •thence  to  Philadelphia,  [•60  ] 
warranted  American  property.  The  ship  sailed  on  the  voy- 
age, on  the  Sth  of  April,  1811,  having  on  board  a  cargo  of  lavdul 
goods,  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  of  the  value  of  15,000  dollars, 
and  pursued  the  voyage  until  the  18th  of  July  following,  when,  be- 
ing in  a  place  called  Madura  Bay,  within  about  twelve  hours  sail  of 
Surabaya,  she  was  boarded  by  an  officer  of  a  British  frigate,  forming 
one  of  a  squadron,  then  actually  blockading  the  port  of  Surabaya, 
and  all  the  other  ports  of  the  islands  of  Java  and  Madura.  The  fri- 
gate took  possession  of  The  Cordelia,  and  conducted  her  to  the  ad- 
miral commanding  the  blockading  squadron,  who,  on  the  next  day, 
dismissed  The  Cordelia,  after  indorsing  her  papers,  and  warning  the 
master  not  to  enter  the  port  of  Surabaya,  or  any  other  port  in  the 
island  of  Java,  or  of  the  island  of  Madura,  on  pain  of  capture.  On 
the  same  day,  The  Cordelia  made  another  attempt  to  enter  Suraba- 
ya, but  was  chased  by  the  same  British  frigate,  and  taken  possession 
of  a  second  time.  After  being  detained  two  days,  The  Cordelia  was 
again  released,  and  the  master  was  ordered  to  depart  instantly  from 
the  coast  of  Java,  and  the  neighborhood  of  Surabaya,  upon  penalty 
of  capture,  and  impressment  of  his  men.  The  master,  finding  it  im- 
practicable to  pursue  his  voyage  farther,  resolved  to  return  to  Phila- 
delphia, where  he  arrived  on  the  19th  of  November,  1811.  At  the 
time  of  sailing  on  the  voyage  from  Teneriffe,  the  blockade  of  Java 
was  unknown  to  the  parties.  The  plaintiffs  abandoned  to  the  de- 
fendants, immediately  after  the  arrival  of  The  Cordelia  at  Philadel- 
phia, which  gave  them  the  first  knowledge  of  the  occurrences.  The 
defendants  refiised  to  accept  the  abandonment. 

The  policy  contained  the  usual  risks,  except  that  the  word,  ^<  un- 
lawful," was  printed  before  "  arrests,"  so  that  the  clause  stood,  "  un- 
lawfrd  aqrests,  restraints,  and  detainments  of  all  kings,  princes,  or 
people  of  what  nation,  condition,  or  quality  soever."  The  declara- 
tion alleges,  that  the  ship  and  cargo,  were,  during  the  voyage,  "  by 
persons  acting  under  the  authority  of  the  British  government,  and  by 
a  certain  ship  of  war  belonging  to  that  government,  unlawfully  seiz- 
ed, restrained,  and  detained,"  and  thereby  become  totedly  lost. 

The  circuit  court  directed  the  jury,  tiiat,  on  this  *  state  of  [  *  61  ] 
frtcts,  the  plaintifis  were  not  in  law  entitied  to  recover ;  to 
which  the  plaintiffs  excepted  and  brought  this  writ  of  error. 

VOL.  III.  3 
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Harper  i  for  the  plaimtiflk 

Jirnes  and  Pmkneif^  fat  the  defendants. 

,[  *65  ]      *  Story,  J^  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  deliyered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

The  court  below,  at  the  trial,  held  that  the  plaintifi|  under  the  cir* 
cnmstances,  was  not  entitled  to  abandon  as  for  a  total  loss ;  and  the 
ccMrtectness  of  that  opinion  remains  for  the  decision  of  this  court 

Whether  the  turning  away  of  a  ship  from  the  port  of  destinatiion 
in  consequence  of  a  blockade,  be,  in  any  case,  a  good  cause  for 
abandonment,  so  as  to  entitle  the  assured  to  recover  from  the  un- 
derwriter as  for  a  total  loss  by  the  breaking  up  of  the  voyage ;  and, 
if  so,  whether  the  doctrine  could  apply  to  a  policy  with  a  warranty 
of  neutrality,  the  legal  effect  of  such  warranty  being  to  compel  the 
party  to  abandon  the  voyage,  if  it  cannot  be  pursued  consistent  with 
neutrality,  are  questions  of  great  importance,  upon  which  the  court 
do  not  think  it  necessary  to  express  any  opinion,  because  this  cause 
may  well  be  decided  upon  an  independent  ground. 

The  loss  of  the  voyage,  in  the  case  at  bar,  was  occasioned  (if  at 
all)  by  the  arrest  and  restraint  of  the  British  blockading  squadron. 
The  right  to  blockade  an  enemy's  port  with  a  competent  force,  is  a 
right  secured  to  every  belligerent  by  the  law  of  nations.  No  neutral 
can  after  knowledge  of  such  blockade,  lawftdly  enter,  or  attempt  to 
enter,  the  blockaded  port  It  would  be  a  violation  of  neutral  charac- 
ter, which,  according  to  established  usages,  would  subject  the  pro- 
perty engaged  therein  to  the  penalty  of  confiscation.  In  such  a  case, 
therefore,  i^e  arrest  and  restraint  of  neutral  ships  attempting  to  enter 
the  port  is  a  lawful  arrest  and  restraint  by  the  blockading  squadron. 
It  would  follow,  therefore,  from  this  consideration,  that  the  arrest  and 
restraint,  on  account  of  which  a  recovery  is  now  sought,  is  not  a  risk 
within  the  policy  against  which  the  underwriter  has  engaged  to  in- 
demnify the  plaintiff. 
[  *  66  ]  *  But  it  is  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  Q^aintiff,  in 
order  to  escape  from  this  conclusion,  that  the  word  ^  unlaw- 
ful," in  the  policy,  is  confined  in  its  operation  to  arrests,  and  does  not 
extend  to  '^  restnednts  and  detainments."  To  this  construction  the 
court  cannot  assent  The  grammatical  order  of  the  words  and  the 
coherence  of  the  sentence  require  a  different  construction.  It  is  not 
against  every  "  unlawful  arrest "  that  the  underwriter  undertakes  to 
indemnify,  but  against  ^^  unlawful  arrests,  &c  of  all  kings,  princes, 
and  people,"  which  have  always  been  hdd  to  mean  the  arrests  of 
kings,  princes,  or  people,  in  their  sovereign  and  national  capacity,  and 
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not  as  individuals*  The  necessary  connection  of  the  sentence,  there- 
foie,  leqiures  that  ^  airests,  restraints,  and  detainments,"  shonid  be 
coupled  together ;  and,  if  so,  the  qualification  of  unlawful  must  be 
annexed  to  them  alL  The  intent  of  the  parties,  also,  urges  to  the 
same  conclusion;  for  every  arrest  is  a  restraint  and  detainment; 
and  it  ^irould  be  strange  if  the  party  could,  under  the  allegation  of 
a  restraint,  recover  a  loss  from  which  the  underwriter  is  expressly  ex- 
empted by  an  unambiguous  exception  in  the  policy. 

On  the  whole,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
drcoit  court  must  be  affirmed* 


Smith  and  others  v.  Edbinoton* 

8  C.  66* 

Under  the  statute  of  Yugmia,  respecting  wills,  it  is  necessary  (in  order  that  lands  acquired  /^  /7  ^'^  >  -^ 
after  the  date  of  the  will  may  pass  by  the  will)  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  should  ^^£  ^^^ 
dearly  appear  upon  the  fiuse  of  the  wiU. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Vir- 
ginia, sitting  in  chancery.  The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court.  , 

E.  J.  Lee,  for  the  appellants. 

TagloTi  for  the  respondent 

*  Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  [  *  68  ] 
follows:  — 

This  was  a  bill  filed  on  the  equity  tt.de  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 
diertrict  qf  Virginia,  by  the  appellants,  in  order  to  charge  the  real 
estate  of  Christopher  Ediington,  in  the  hands  of  his  son  and  heir  at 
law,  William  P.  Ednngton,  with  the  payment  of  a  debt  due 
to  the  *  appellants  by  Christopher  E<hington,  the  father.  [  *  69  ] 
The  appeal  being  taken  firom  that  part  of  the  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  which  dismissed  the  bill,  so  far  as  it  seeks  to  subject  the 
real  estate  in  the  hands  of  William  P.  Ednngton  to  the  payment  of 
the  appellant's  demand,  the  only  question  now  to  be  considered  is, 
whether  the  will  of  Christopher  Edrington  can  be  so  construed  as  to 
charge  his  real  estate  with  the  payment  of  his  debts  ? 


S8  SUPBEME  COURT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Smith  V.  Edrington.    8  C. 

The  clauses  of  the  will  relied  upon  by  the  appellant's  counsel  for 
this  purpose,  are  that  which  expresses  the  desbre  of  the  testator  that 
all  his  just  debts  should  be  paid  by  his  executors,  &c.,  so  soon  as  the 
means  in  their  power  should  permit;  also  another,  which  authorizes 
his  executors  to  dispose  of,  and  convey,  any  of  his  property  that 
might  be  necessary  for  payment  of  his  debts ;  and  a  third,  which  is 
still  stronger,  and  is  expressed  as  follows :  '^  Should  my  son,  William 
P.  Edrington,  to  whom  I  bequeathe  the  whole  of  my  property,  after 
the  payment  of  my  debts,  and  provisions  above  made,  die  under  the 
age  of  21  years,  I  then  give,"  &c.  The  testator  then  proceeds  to 
make  certain  pecuniary  bequests  in  the  event  of  his  son's  so  dying, 
and  concludes  by  disposing  of  the  then  residue  of  his  property. 

At  the  time  that  this  will  was  made,  it  is  admitted  iliat  the  testator 
was  not  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  any  estate  in  land,  but  that  after- 
wards, and  a  short  time  previous  to  his  death,  he  purchased  the  tract 
of  land  which  this  bill  seeks  to  charge.  By  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  Virginia,  passed  in  the  year  1785,  and  long  before  the  date  of  this 
will,  it  is  declared  ^  that  any  person  aged  21  years  and  upwards,  be- 
ing of  sound  mind,  and  not  a  married  woman,  shall  have  power,  at 
his  will  and  pleasure,  by  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  to  devise 
aU  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest,  in  possession,  reversion,  or  re- 
mainder, which  he  hath,  or  at  the  time  of  his  death  shall  have,  of,  in, 
or  to  lands,"  &c  The  circumstance,  therefore,  that  the  land  in  ques- 
tion was  acquired  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  presents  no  diffi- 
culty in  this  case,  if  it  appears  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor to  devise  it  to  his  son ;  because,  if  it  passes  at  all  under  the  will, 
it  may  readily  be  admitted  that  the  devisee  took  it  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  testator's  debts ;  the  parts  of  the  will  above 
[  *  70  ]  recited  being  *  strong  to  impose  such  a  charge.  But  although 
a  testator  may,  under  the  above  law,  dispose  by  will  of  after- 
purchased  lands,  it  is  nevertheless  necessary  that  his  intention  to 
make  such  a  disposition  should  clearly  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
wilL  The  rule  in  England,  as  well  as  in  Virginia,  at  the  time  Uiis 
law  was  passed  was,  that  a  will,  as  to  land,  speaks  at  the  date  of 
it,  and,  as  to  personal  estate,  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death.  The 
law  created  no  new  or  different  rule  of  construction,  but  merely  gave 
a  power  to  the  testator  to  devise  lands  which  he  might  possess,  or  be 
entitled  to,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  if  it  should  be  his  pleasure  to  do 
so.  The  presumption  is,  that  the  testator  means  to  confine  his  be- 
quests to  land  to  which  he  is  then  entitled;  and  this  presumption 
can  only  be  overruled  by  words  clearly  showing  a  contrary  intention. 

In  this  will,  there  are  no  expressions  which  indicate  an  intention  to 
devise,  or  in  any  manner  to  charge,  lands  which  the  testator  might 
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afterwards  acquire.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  testator  contem- 
plated, at  the  time  he  made  his  wUl,  the  purchase  of  any  land,  and 
the  words,  ^  estate  "  and  ^  property/'  to  be  found  in  it,  may  be  fully 
satisfied  by  applying  them  to  the  personal  property  of  which  he 
was  possessed. 

It  is  ilierefoFe  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  there  is  no  error  in  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court,  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  affirmed, 

with  costs.  16  H.  175. 


Beale  V*  TnoiitFsoN  and  Maris. 
8  c.  70. 

It  18  B  filial  djection  to  a  deposition  taken  under  the  Jndidarj  Act  of  1789,  sect  SO,  that  it 

was  opened  ont  of  court. 

Ebbor  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  ques- 
tion appears  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Imo  and  Jcmtt^  for  the  plainti£ 

MbrseUy  for  the  defendants. 

*  Stobt,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  [  *  71  ] 

The  single  point  in  this  case  is  whether  the  circuit  court 
of  tiie  District  of  Columbia,  eired  in  rejecting  the  deposition  of  Tunis 
Craven. 

Independent  of  aU  other  grounds,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the 
&ci  of  the  deposition  not  having  been  opened  in  court,  is  a  fatal 
objection. 

The  statute  of  24th  September,  1789,  c.  20,  sect  30,  is  express  on 
this  head. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  must  be  affirmed. 


iV 
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[  •  72  ]  •  Clementson  v.  Williams. 

8  C.  72. 

An  acknowledgment  of  the  original  justice  of  a  daim  is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  oat  of 
the  statate  of  limitations ;  the  acknowledgment  most  go  to  the  fact  that  it  is  still  dne. 
'^  \'V  0~   ^     The  statate  of  limitations  is  entitled  to  the  same  respect  with  other  statntes,  and  oaght  not 
/  T     S  ^  ^^  explained  away. 

i?     V 

J  WA  ^'^^'    Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  C!olumbia,  sitting  at 

/6'  <  ^C  Alexandria. 

^<2   C  "  '     The  fadfe  of  the  case  are  thus  stated  by  the  chief  justice,  in  de- 

X!  C     '        livering  the  opinion  of  the  court :  — 

The  plaintiff  instituted  a  suit  against  James  Williams  and  John 
Clarke,  merchants  and  partners  trading  under  the  firm  of  John  Clarke 
&  Co.  The  writ  was  executed  on  Williams  only,  who  pleaded  wm- 
assumpsU  and  the  act  of  limitations,  on  which  pleas  issues  were  joined. 
The  jury  found  that  the  defendant  did  not  assume ;  and  judgment 
was  rendered  in  his  favor. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  part- 
nership, and  also  to  prove  dealings  of  Clarke  &  Co.  with  the  plaintifil 
He  then  offered  a  witness  who  proved  that  he  presented,  in  Decem- 
ber preceding  the  trial,  to  John  Clarke,  a  certain  account  against  the 
said  John  Clarke  &  Co.  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  said  Clarke 
stated  that  the  said  account  was  due,  and  that  he  supposed  it  had 
been  paid  by  the  defendant,  but  had  not  paid  it  himself,  and  did  not 
know  of  its  being  ever  paid.  And  the  witness  to  whom  the  said  Clarke 
made  the  said  acknowledgment  produces  in  court  the  identical  ac- 
count so  presented  to  said  Clarke,  and  acknowledged  by  him  as  afore- 
said, which  account  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  to  wit :  "  an 
account,"  &c.  And  the  plaintiff's  counsel  offered  the  contents  of  said 
account,  and  the  acknowledgment  of  said  Clarke,  in  evidence  under 
the  issue  joined  upon  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  but  the 
court  decided  that  the  said  evidence  so  offered  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
contents  of  the  said  account  and  of  the  €u;knowledgment  of  the  same 
by  the  said  Clarke  was  not  admissible  evidence  in  this  cause,  and  re- 
fused to  admit  the  same."  To  this  opinion  the  plaintiff  excepted,  and 
from  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  he  has  appealed  to  this  court. 


Taylor  and  Jones^  for  the  plaintiff. 
J^.  &  Key^  contra. 
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Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

*  It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that,  after  the  [  *  74  } 
dissolation  of  the  partnership,  the  acknowledgment  of  one 
partner  is  evidence  to  revive  the  original  cause  of  action  against 
both,  and  that  the  acknowledgment  made  in  this  case  by  Clarke  is 
sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

It  has  been  frequently  decided  that  an  acknowledgment  of  a 
debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  takes  the  case  out  of  that 
statute,  and  revives  the  original  cause  of  addon.  So  far  as  decisions 
have  gone  on  tbis  point,  principles  may  be  considered  as  settled,  and 
the  court  will  not  lightly  unsettle  them.  But  they  have  gone  full  as 
&r  as  they  ought  to  be  carried,  and  this  court  is  not  inclined  to  ex- 
tend them.  The  statute  of  limitations  is  entitled  to  the  same  respect 
with  other  statutes,  and  ought  not  to  be  explained  away. 

In  this  case  there  is  no  promise,  conditional  or  unconditional ;  bat 
a  simple  acknowledgment.  This  acknowledgment  goes  to  the  original 
justice  of  the  Hccoxini ;  but  this  is  not  enough.  The  statute  of  limit- 
ations was  not  enacted  to  protect  persons  from  claims  fictitious  in 
their  origin,  but  from  ancient  claims,  whether  well  or  ill  founded, 
which  may  have  been  discharged,  but  the  evidence  of  discharge  may 
be  lost.  It  is  not  then  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  act,  that 
the  claim  should  be  proved  or  be  acknowledged  to  have  been  origin* 
ally  just;  the  acknowledgment  must  go  to  the  fact  that  it  is 
still  due. 

In  tiie  case  at  bar,  the  acknowledgment  of  John  Clarke  is  that  he 
had  not  discharged  the  account  presented  to  him,  but  he  does  not 
say  that  it  was  not  discharged.  His  partner  may  have  paid  it  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  Clarke,  and,  consequently,  the  declaration  of 
Clarke  that  he  had  not  himself  paid  it,  and  that  he  did  not  know 
whether  his  partner  had  paid  it  or  not,  is  no  proof  that  the  debt  re- 
mains due,  and  therefore  is  not  such  an  acknowledgment  as  will 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

There  is  no  error,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

11  W.  809;  12  W.  565;  1  P.  351 ;  6  P.  86. 
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[  *75]  *Oracie  t;.  The  Marine  Insurance  Company  OF  Baltimore. 

a  c.  75. 

A  policy  on  goods,  to  be  safely  landed  at  Leghorn,  is  discharged  by  landing  them  at  the 
Lazaretto;  that  being  the  place  of  landing  under  tbe  usage  of  the  trade. 

^  i  /  'f!        Error  to  the  circait  court  for  the  district  of  Maryland. 

^d£  '  The  facts  of  the  case,  as  stated  by  Marshall,  C.  J.,  in  deUvering 

the  opinion  of  the  court,  were  as  follows :  — 

This  case  arises  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  bearing  date  the  19th  of 
June,  1807,  for  $20,000  on  the  cargo  of  the  ship  Spartan,  ^  at  and 
from  Baltimore  to  Leghorn,"  the  risk  to  commence  on  the  loading, 
and  to  continue  ^  until  the  said  goods  shall  be  safely  landed  at  Leg- 
horn aforesaid." 

The  policy  contained,  in  the  printed  part,  the  usual  stipulation, 
that  the  assured,  in  case  of  loss,  shall  labor,  &c.,  for  the  preservation 
and  recovery  of  the  goods,  to  the  expense  of  which  the  assurers 
would  contdbute  according  to  the  rate  of  the  sum  insured;  in  the 
policy  is  inserted,  in  writing,  the  words  ''  warranted  free  from  particu- 
lar average." 

The  vessel  sailed  from  Baltimore  in  June,  1807,  and  on  the  15th 
of  August  arrived  in  the  port  of  Leghorn. 

According  to  the  laws  and  usages  of  the  place,  ships  arriving  at 
that  port,  and  their  cargoes,  were  obliged  to  perform  a  quarantine 
of  30  days  before  admission  of  the  cargo,  or  of  any  person  on  board, 
into  the  city;  the  ships  performing  it  in  tiie  port,  the  cargoes  in 
a  certain  Lazaretto,  erected  for  that  purpose  on  nie  shore  of  ibe 
port,  about  half  a  mile  from  the  city.  Some  specified  articles  were 
excepted  from  this  rule,  but  the  cargo  of  The  Spartan  did  not  come 
within  the  exception*  On  the  arrival  in  port  of  a  vessel 
[  *76  ]  liable  to  quarantine,  *the  officers  of  government  took  pos- 
session of  the  cargo,  and  removed  it  in  public  lighters  to  the 
Lazaretto.  Freight  was  earned  upon  the  depositing  of  the  cargo  in 
the  Lazaretto,  but  payment  of  it,  though  often  made  before,  could 
not  be  enforced  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  quarantine,  and  until 
payment,  the  lien  for  the  freight  continued  on  the  goods.  The  duties 
also  accrued  in  the  Lazaretto,  and  until  they  were  paid,  the  goods 
could  not  be  removed  thence  into  the  city. 

The  goods  remained  in  the  custody  of  the  officers  of  government 
until  the  expiration  of  the  quarantine,  during  the  continuance  of 
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which  neither  ihe  master  of  the  ship,  nor  the  consignees  had  any 
power  to  interfere  with,  or  even  see  them,  bat  under  a  permit  firom 
the  local  authorities ;  such  permits  were  commonly  allowed  the  con* 
signees,  who  might  take  samples,  and  sell  by  those  samples,  while 
the  goods  were  performing  quarantine. 

After  quarantine  was  performed,  and  an  order  firom  the  master 
obtained^  the  goods  were  received  at  the  Lazaretto  by  the  owner  or 
consignee,  and  transported  at  his  risk  and  expense  into  the  city.  This 
transportation  was  most  usually  made  by  water;  but  there  was  a 
road,  along  which  light  goods  might  be,  and  frequently  were,  carried 
Even  when  goods  were  sold  during  the  quarantine,  they  were  removed 
at  the  risk  and  charge  of  the  vendors. 

In  conformity  with  these  regulations,  the  cargo  of  The  Spartan 
was  i^aced  in  the  Lazaretto.  While  it  remained  there,  performing 
quarantine,  a  body  of  French  troops  took  possession  of  the  city, 
seized  the  Lazaretto,  sequestered  the  goods  there  deposited,  and 
refused  to  give  them  up  until  a  ransom,  amounting  to  53  per  cent 
on  their  estimated  value,  should  be  paid  for  them.  This  ransom  the 
owners  or  consignees  were  compelled  to  pay  in  order  to  obtain  resti- 
tution of  tiieir  goods.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  it  firom  the 
underwriters. 

Judgment  was  rendered  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  defendants, 
which  judgment  is  now  brought  before  this  court  by  a  writ  of  error. 

Harper 9  for  the  plaintifil 

Jimes  and  Pinknepj  contr^ 

*  Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the  [  *81  ] 
opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

The  plaintiff  in  error  contends  — 

1st.  That  the  placing  of  the  goods  in  the  Lazaretto  was  not  ^  a 
landing  in  safety  at  Leghorn,"  and  a  termination  of  the  voyage. 

2d.  If  the  loss  happened  during  the  contiiQuance  of  the  risk,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  prevented  firom  recovering,  by  the  warranty  in  the 
policy  against  particular  average. 

In  support  of  his  first  poinl^  he  contends  that  ^<  Leghorn,"  in  the 
policy,  means  the  dty  and  not  the  port  of  Leghorn. 

*  2d.  That  the  Lazaretto  being  substituted  for  the  ship  for  [  *  82  } 
the  greater  safety  of  the  goods,  their  situation,  as  it  respects 

all  parties,  while  performing  quarantine  in  the  Lazaretto,  is  precisely 
the  same  as  if  performing  quarantine  in  the  ship.  This  argument  is 
supposed  to  be  much  strengthened  by  the  facts,  that  freight  cannot 
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be  demanded  until  quarantine  is  peifonned|  and  that  the  lien  for  the 
freight  continues  after  the  landing  of  the  goods. 

3d.  That  a  landing  in  safety  must  be  such  a  landing  as  places  the 
goods  at  the  disposal  of  the  owner  or  consignee. 

However  trae  it  may  be,  in  general,  that  when  we  speak  of  Leg- 
horn, we  speak  of  the  city  which  bears  that  name,  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  same  meaning  is  attached  to  the  word  when  used  in  a  policy* 
The  insurance  is :  ^<  at  and  from  Baltimore  to  Leghorn."  Now  if,  as 
is  admitted,  Baltimoie  means  the  port  of  Baltimore,  it  would  seem 
not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that,  in  the  same  instrument,  Leghorn 
means  the  port  of  Leghorn,  the  place  which  ia  the  ultimate  destina- 
tion of  the  vessel  on  board  which  the  goods  are  laden.  The  voyage 
is  understood  to  be  terminated  when  the  vessel  anives  at  her  port  of 
destination,  and  has  been  moored  there  in  safety  for  24  hours. 

But  it  vdll  be  conceded  that  the  termination  of  the  voyage,  as  to 
the  ship,  does  not  necessarily  terminate  the  risk  on  the  goods.  This 
risk  may  continue  when  the  voyage  as  to  the  ship  is  ended.  Its 
duration  depends  on  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  this  intention 
must  be  found  in  their  contract. 

This  brings  us  to  consider  the  argument,  that  the  goods,  while 
performing  quarantine  in  the  Lazaretto,  remain  at  the  risk  of  the 
insurer,  in  like  manner  as  if  performing  quarantine  in  the  ship. 

The  words  of  the  policy  being :  <^  Beginning  the  adventure  on  the 
said  lawful  goods  and  merchandises,  from  and  immediately  following 
the  lading  thereof  on  board  of  said  vessel  at  Baltimore  aforesaid, 
and  so  shall  continue  and  endure  until  the  said  goods  and  merchan- 
dises shall  be  safely  landed  at  Leghorn  aforesaid."  The  risk  con- 
tinues until  the  goods  be  safely  landed,  although  the  voy- 
[  *83  ]  age,  *  as  to  the  ship,  might  be  terminated  previous  to  their 
landing. 

In  ordinary  cases,  where  the  government  does  not  interfere  between 
the  parties,  this  risk  would  continue  until  the  goods  should  be  landed 
in  safety  at  the  usual  place,  and  at  the  disposal  of  the  consignee.  If 
it  were  usual  to  receive  goods  at  the  Lazaretto,  or  at  any  other  place 
on  the  shore  of  the  port,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  owner  or  con- 
signee to  receive  them  there,  and  a  landing  at  such  place,  it  is  admit- 
ted, would  be  a  landing  at  Leghorn. 

K,  on  the  other  hand,  the  goods,  while  performing  quarantine, 
remained  on  board  the  ship,  and  could  not  be  landed,  it  is  not  to  be 
doubted  that  they  would  remain  at  the  risk  of  the  insurer.  How 
then,  it  is  asked,  can  the  substitution  of  the  Lazaretto  for  the  ship 
alter  this  risk?  A  substitution  made,  not  by  the  act  of  the  parties, 
but  of  the  government  of  the  country.     A  substitution  which  does 
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not  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties,  since  it  leaves  the  lien  of  the  master 
for  his  £reight  unimpaired,  and  gives  no  power  over  the  goods  to  the 
owner  or  consignee.  A  substitution  beneficial  to  the  insurer  since 
it  diminishes  the  risk  on  the  goods. 

Whatever  might  be  the  effect  of  this  reasoning,  if  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Lazaretto,  and  the  laws  of  quarantine,  had  been  of  so 
recent  a  date  as  not  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract,  as  to  which  the  court  gives  no  opinion,  this  cause 
may  well  be  decided  upon  the  usage  found  in  this  case,  a  usage  of 
ancient  date  and  of  general  notoriety.  It  existed  and  was  known  to 
exist  when  this  contract  was  formed.  When  the  parties  stipulated 
that  the  adventure  should  continue  till  the  goods  were  landed  in 
safety  at  Leghorn,  they  knew  that  the  place  of  landing  was  the  Laza- 
retto, and  that  the  landing  would  be  made  under  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  local  authority.  This,  then,  must  be  considered  as  the 
landing  contemplated  in  the  policy.  It  is  the  landing  which  termi- 
nates the  risk.  Had  the  parties  intended  to  continue  the  risk  during 
tiie  continuance  of  the  goods  in  the  Lazaretto,  they  would  have 
inserted  in  the  policy  words  manifesting  that  intention. 
Instead  of  terminating  the  adventure  on  the  landing,  a  *  fact  [  *  84  ] 
which  they  knew  must  take  place  at  the  Lazaretto  30  days 
before  the  goods  could  be  delivered  to  the  owner  or  consignee,  they 
would  have  continued  it,  till  the  goods  should  be  landed  in  safety  and 
should  perform  their  quarantine. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that,  under  this  policy,  the  goods  in  the 
Lazaretto  were  not  at  the  risk  of  the  underwriters,  and  consequently 
that  there  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court. 

It  is  affirmedj  wUh  costs. 

8  C.  84. 


Gracib  v.  The  Maryland  Insurance  Company. 

This  case  differs  ftom,  that  against  the  Marine  Insurance  Com- 
pany of  Baltimore  only  in  one  particular.  A  part  of  the  cargo 
remained  on  board  the  ship  until  the  arrival  of  the  French  troops, 
when  the  departure  of  the  vessel  was  prohibited  by  the  general,  and 
tiie  ransom  made. 

This  circumstance  does  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  vary  the 
case;  because,  omitting  all  other  considerations,  the  loss,  within  the 
risk,  being  on  only  a  part  of  the  cargo,  is  a  partial  loss,  and  is  affected 
by  the  warranty  against  particular  average  loss. 

This  judgment  is  also  to  be  affirmed^  mth  costs. 
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Richards  and  others,  Assignees  of  AFEean,  a  Bankrupt,  v. 
The  Maryland  Insurance  Company. 

8  C.  84. 

Upon  the  death  of  aa  aisignee  ander  the  bankrapt  law  of  the  United  States,  (2  Stats,  at 
Large,  19,)  the  right  of  action,  for  a  debt  doe  to  the  bankrupt,  vested  in  the  execntor  of 
the  assignee. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Maryland.  The  case 
is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

.    Harper^  for  the  plaintif&. 

Pinkney  and  Jones^  for  the  defendants. 

[  *  91  ]  *  Johnson  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
lows :  — 
This  is  an  action  of  covenant  brought  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
under  seal  The  facts  as  made  out  in  the  pleadings  are  these. 
The  cause  of  action  accrued  on  the  1st  May,  1797.  M'Kean  was 
declared  a  bankrupt,  and  on  the  19th  March,  1801,  his  estate  was 
assigned  to  Thomas  Allibone.  On  the  6th  of  October,  1806,  the  as- 
signee instituted  a  suit  on  this  policy,  and  died  on  the  1st  of  August, 

1809. 
[  •  92  ]       On  the  11th  of  January,  1810,  the  plaintiffs  were  *  ap- 
pointed assignees  in  pursuance  of  the  choice  of  the  creditors 
re^arly  convened  for  that  purpose,  and  brought  the  present  action 
to  the  term  next  after  the  death  of  the  assignee. 

The  plea  is  the  statute  of  limitations.  To  this  is  filed  a  special 
replication,  setting  forth  the  above  facts  with  a  view  to  sustain  an 
exception  from  the  operation  of  the  statute.  The  case  comes  up  on 
a  demurrer  to  the  replication,  and  for  the  defendant  there  were  two 
points  made  at  bar.  1st  That  the  action  is  not  maintainable  at  all 
by  the  present  plaintiffs,  because  the  Bankrupt  Act  makes  no  provision 
for  the  appointment  of  a  new  assignee  upon  the  demise  of  the  first 
2d.  That  the  right  of  action  vests  in  his  personal  representative,  and 
could  be  maintained  by  him ;  that  the  abatement  by  the  death  of  the 
first  assignee,  was  a  voluntary  abandonment  of  the  suit,  and  put  the 
case  of  the  plaintiffs  out  of  the  reason  of  the  exceptions  firom  the 
operation  of  the  statute.  In  support  of  the  action,  it  was  contended 
that  the  former  suit  abated  by  the  death  of  the  first  assignee,  that  the 
right  did  not  vest  in  his  executors,  because  it  was  a  mere  trust  or 
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agency ;  that  the  right  of  Bubstitating  the  new  assignees  in  the  ac- 
tion is  seemed  only  in  the  case  of  removal  by  the  creditors ;  that  this 
case  is  without  the  statute  of  limitations  upon  an  equitable  construe* 
tion  of  that  statute,  and,  lastly,  that  this  action  is  a  good  continuance 
of  the  former,  by  Journey's  account 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  must 
be  sustained.  On  the  first  point  made  by  the  defendant,  the  court 
would  be  understood  to  give  no  opinion.  Being  satisfied  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  brought  himself  within  any  one  of  the  exceptions 
which  have  been  admitted  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  feeling 
no  inclination  to  multiply  those  exceptions,  they  dispose  of  the  case 
upon  the  second  ground  alone.  The  cases  which,  though  literally 
within  the  words  of  the  statute,  have  been  held  to  be  without  its  spirit, 
are  those  only  in  which  circumstances  intervened  which  rendered  it 
impossible  or  inconsistent  with  known  and  established  principles, 
that  a  cause  of  action  could  be  revived  by  the  renewal  of  the  con* 
tract,  or  enforced  by  a  suit  at  law  within  the  time  prescribed. 
The  object  *  of  the  law  is  to  secure  the  individual  from  the  [  *  93  J 
machinations  of  dishonesty,  when  attempted  under  the  ad- 
vantages attendant  upon  lapse  of  time,  loss  of  papers,  and  death  of 
witnesses.  But  when  case's  present  themselves  in  which  no  laches 
can  be  imputed  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  great  injustice  would  be  done  by 
applying  to  such  cases  the  effect  of  the  statute,  the  conclusion  of  rea- 
son and  of  the  law  is  that  such  cases  were  not  in  the  mind  of  the  legis- 
lature when  enacting  that  law.  Such  are  the  cases  of  a  want  of  par- 
ties, plaintiff  or  defendant,  whereby  a  temporary  suspension  of  legal 
remedy  takes  place.  But  in  no  case  of  a  voluntary  abandonment  of  an 
action,  has  an  exception  to  the  statute  of  limitations  been  supported. 
And  such  we  are  of  opinion  is  the  case  before  us.  Whether  it  was 
or  was  not  a  case  in  which  the  bankrupt  law  authorizes  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  present  assignee,  we  deem  immaterial.  The  case  is  cer- 
tainly not  within  the  express  letter  of  the  statute,  and  it  is  only  under 
its  equitable,  and  perhaps  its  proper  construction,  that  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  new  assignees  (the  present  plaintiffs)  can  be  supported. 
But  the  same  equity  which  would  support  tUs  appointment,  would 
support  the  substitution  of  the  new  assignees  for  the  former  in  the 
existing  action.  We  are,  however,  of  opinion,  that  the  first  assignee 
was  not  a  mere  naked  agent  or  attorney  for  the  creditors.  The 
words  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  section  13,  are  that  the  debts  assigned  to 
him  shall  be  vested  in  him,  as  if  they  had  been  contracts  made  with 
himself  originally.  Now  one  necessary  incident  to  such  a  contract 
would  be,  that  the  right  of  action  would  vest  in  his  personal  repre- 
sentative, and  the  act  of  congress  saves  the  suit  from  abatement  by 

VOL.   III.  4 
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authorizing  the  sabstitation  of  the  executor  or  administrators  instead 
of  the  deceased  plaintiff  The  same  answer  applies  to  the  antiquated 
doctrine  of  continuance  by  Journey's  account  The  fact  is,  that  the 
mode  of  continuing  a  suit  in  the  name  of  the  executor  or  administra- 
tor provided  for  by  statute  is  a  complete  substitute  for  the  continu- 
ance by  Journey's  account  But  even  at  common  law,  such  a  con- 
tinuance or  connection  of  suit  was  allowed  in  no  case  of  voluntary 
abandonment,  and  if  the  benefit  of  it  was  intended  to  be  asserted, 
it  was  necessary  to  claim  it  in  the  form  of  renewing  the  action. 

Judgment  affirmed^  with  costs. 


[  •  94  ]  •  Crowell,  and  others,  v.  MPFadon. 

8  C.94. 

9  C     ,-^Skr  ^°d®^  ^h®  ll<^  section  of  the  Embargo  Act,  of  25th  Apiil,  1808,  (2  State,  at  Large,  499,) 
^  the  collector  waB  justified  in  detaining  a  vessel  by  his  honest  opinion  that  there  was  an 

intention  to  violate  or  evade  the  provisions  of  the  embargo  laws.    It  was  not  necessary 

for  him  to  show  that  his  suspicion  was  reasonable. 

Error  to  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  the  commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts. 

The  case,  as  stated  by  Duvall,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  was  as  follows :  — 

An  action  of  trover  for  660  barrels  of  flour,  of  the  cargo  of  the 
schooner  Union,  was  brought  by  John  IVFFadon  against  Joseph  Otis 
and  the  appellants,  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  Suflblk  county, 
in  the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  where  a  trial  was  had  and 
judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  From  this  decision 
there  was  an  appeal  to  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  that  State,  in 
which  the  cause  was  again  tried,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  ren- 
dered for  the  plaintiff  for  $3,716.30,  and  costs.  Joseph  Otis  died 
whilst  the  suit  was  depending  in  the  supreme  judicial  court. 

The  following  are  the  principal  facts  appearing  on  the  record  in 
this  case:  The  schooner  Union,  Benjamin  Hawes,  commander, 
with  a  cargo  of  650  barrels  of  flour  and  five  tons  of  logwood,  shipped 
by  John  M'Fadon,  of  Baltimore,  was  cleared  at  that  port  for  Machias, 
in  Massachusetts,  late  in  the  month  of  April,  in  the  year  1808.  She 
had  originally  cleared  for  Passamaquoddy,  on  the  26th  of  April,  be- 
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fofe  the  coQector  had  received  notice  of  the  act  of  the  25th  of  the 
same  month|  which  authorized  him  to  detain  the  vessel ;  the  destina- 
tion was  changed  to  Machias,  and  a  clearance  obtained  accordingly. 
But  the  original  destination  of  the  flour  on  board  for  Eastport,  re- 
mained on  the  face  of  the  manifest.  The  flour  was  shipped  for  ac- 
count and  risk  of  Josiah  Dana,  of  Machias,  and  in  his  absence  Jona- 
than Bartiett,  of  Eastport,  or  his  assigns.  The  Union  sailed  from 
Baltimore  the  last  of  April,  and  meeting  with  head  winds,  the  com- 
mander put  into  Hyannis,  in  the  district  of  Barnstable.  She  was 
soon  afterwards  boarded  by  Joseph  CroweU,  one  of  the  inspectors  of 
the  revenue  in  that  district  who,  on  inspecting  her  papers, 
thought  proper  to  *  submit  them  to  the  examination  of  Jo-  [  *95  ] 
seph  Otis,  the  collector.  The  collector,  upon  a  considera- 
tion of  the  circumstances  before  stated,  was  of  opinion  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  concerned  to  violate  or  evade  the  provisions  of 
the  embargo  laws,  and  therefore  detained  the  vessel  by  virtue  of  the 
authority  vested  in  him  by  the  6th  and  11th  sections  of  the  act  of  the 
25th  of  April,  1808,  voL  9,  p.  68,  until  the  decision  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  could  be  had  thereon.  The  President,  after  due 
inquiry,  approved  and  confirmed  the  conduct  of  the  collector.  The 
vessel  remained  in  this  situation  until  the  25th  of  July,  when  she  was 
taken  to  Gage's  wharf  by  Joseph  Hawes,  inspector  of  the  port,  and 
her  cargo  was  landed  and  stored  with  the  assent  of  the  agent  of  the 
owners,  and  the  vessel  discharged.  On  the  4th  of  October  following 
the  collector  offered  to  deliver  the  flour  to  the  agent  on  payment  of 
the  expense  of  storing.' 

The  collector  detained  The  Union  under  the  6th  and  11th  sections 
of  the  act  of  the  25th  of  April,  1808.  The  6th  section  provides 
"  that  no  ship  or  vessel  having  any  cargo  whatever  on  board,  shall, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  act  laying  an  embargo  on  all  ships  and 
vessels  in  the  ports  and  harbors  of  the  United  States,  be  allowed  to 
depart  from  any  port  of  the  United  States  for  any  other  port  or  dis- 
trict of  the  United  States  adjacent  to  the  territories,  colonies,  or  pro- 
vinces of  a  foreign  nation ;  nor  shall  any  clearance  be  furnished  to 
any  ship  or  vessel  bound  as  aforesaid  without  special  permission  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States."  The  11th  section  provides  that 
the  collectors  of  the  customs  be,  and  they  are  respectively  authorized 
to  detain  any  vessel  ostensibly  bound  with  a  cargo  to  some  other  port 
of  the  United  States,  whenever,  in  their  opinion,  the  intention  is  to 
violate  or  evade  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  acts  laying  an  embargo 
until  the  decision  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  be  had  there- 
upon. 

With  this  evidence- the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  in  the  supreme 
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judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  and  at  the  trial  the  judge  charged 
and  instructed  the  jury  that,  under  the  circumstances  proved  by  the 
defendant,  neither  the  said  coQector,  nor  any  person  by  his  order,  by 
virtue  of  the  act  aforesaid,  had  any  right  to  intermeddle  with 
[  *  96  ]  or  unlade  the  cargo  of  the  said  schooner,  and  that  *  such  un- 
lading was  an  unlawful  act  and  a  conversion  of  the  cargo  by 
the  defendants ;  and  with  this  direction  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  to  the  amount  before  mentioned.  To  this  opinion  an 
exception  was  taken,  and  the  cause  was  removed  to  this  court,  by 
writ  of  error,  in  pursuance  of  the  25th  section  of  the  act  to  establish 
the  judicial  courts  of  the  United  States*    1  Stats,  at  Large,  85. 

Pinkney  and  Janes^  for  the  plaintiff* 

Harper^  Amory^  and  Eey^  for  the  defendant 

[  *  98  ]  *DuvALL,  J.,^  after  stating  the  iwAA  of  the  case,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

*<  This  court  is  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  direction  of  the 
judge  of  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts  was  eironeous. 
The  law  of  congress  under  which  the  collector  acted  is  clear  and 
explicit  The  collector  was  boimd  by  law  to  seize  and  detain  The 
Union,  on  her  airival  in  his  district,  if^  in  his  opinion,  it  was  the  in- 
tention to  violate  or  evade  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  embargo  laws, 
and  his  conduct  was  approved  and  confirmed  by  the  President  The 
landing  and  storing  the  cargo,  whether  to  preserve  it  firom  injury  or 
to  secure  it  from  ruin,  which,  in  this  case,  was  done  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  agent  of  the  owner,  was  a  necessary  consequence  of  the 
detention.  The  law  places  a  confidence  in  the  opinion  of  the  officer, 
and  he  is  bound  to  aet  according  to  his  opinion ;  and  when  he  honestiy 
exercises  it,  as  he  must  do  in  the  execution  of  his  duly,  he  cannot  be 
punished  for  it 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  vrith  costs. 

9  C.  839. 


1  JuBOE  Livingston  was  absent  when  this  opinion  -was  deliTered.  Judok  Stort 
gave  no  opinion,  having  some  impression  that  he  was,  at  a  fonner  period,  retained  as 
counsel  in  the  cause,  although  he  did  not  remember  arguing  it 
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8  C.  98. 

The  Maryland  statute  of  limitations  of  three  years  is  a  good  bar  to  an  action  of  autmpsit, 
for  money  l^td  and  received  brought  to  try  a  title  to  lands  in  the  city  of  Washington,  un- 
der the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  Maryland,  of  Norember,  1791,  c.  45. 

Erbor  to  the  ciicuit  court  for  the  District  of  Colmnbia,  sitting  at 
Washington. 

*  The  case  as  stated  by  Story,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  [  *  99  ] 
of  the  court,  was  as  follows :  — 

This  is  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  administrators  of  Charles  Beatty,  deceased,  against  the  defend- 
ant as  administrator  of  David  Bumes,  deceased.  The  declaration 
alleges  the  promise  to  have  been  made  in  the  lifetime  of  the  re- 
spective intestates.  The  defendant  has  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
and  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Maryland. 

Upon  the  trial  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
plaintiffs  sought  to  support  their  action  under  the  5th  section  of  the 
statute  of  Maryland,  of  November,  1791,  c.  45,  concerning  the  terri- 
tory of  Columbia,  and  the  city  of  Washington,  that  section  is  as 
follows :  — 

^'And  be  it  enacted.  That  all  the  squares,  lots,  pieces,  and  parcels 
of  land  within  the  said  city,  which  have  been  or  shall  be  appropriated 
for  the  use  of  the  United  States,  and  also  the  streets,  shall  remain, 
and  be  for  the  use  of  the  United  States ;  and  all  the  lots  and  parcels 
^hich  have  been  or  shall  be  sold  to  raise  money  as  a  donation  as 
aforesaid,  shall  remain  and  be  to  the  purchasers  according  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  their  respective  purchases." 

"  And  purchases  and  leases  from  private  persons  claiming  to  be 
proprietors,  and  having,  or  those  under  whom  they  claim  having,  been 
in  possession  of  the  lands  purchased  or  leased,  in  their  own  right, 
five  whole  years  next  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  shall  be  good 
and  effectual  for  the  estate,  and  on  the  terms  and  conditions  of  such 
purchases  and  leases  respectively,  without  impeachment,  and  against 
any  contrary  title  now  existing;  but  if  any  person  hath  made  a  con- 
veyance, or  shall  make  a  conveyance  or  lease,  of  any  lands  within 
the  limits  of  the  said  city,  not  having  right  and  title  to  do  so,  the 
person,  who  might  be  entitied  to  recover  the  land  under  a  contrary 
title  now  existing,  may,  either  by  way  of  ejectment  against  the  ten- 
ant, or  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  for  his  use  against 
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fhe  bargainor  or  lessor,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  devisees, 

as  the  case  may  require,  recover  all  money  received  by  him 
[  *  100  ]  *for  the  squares,  pieces,  oi  parcels  appropriated  for  the  nse 

of  the  United  States,  as  well  as  for  lots  or  parcels  sold,  and 
rents  received  by  the  person  not  having  title  as  aforesaid,  with  inte- 
rest from  the  time  of  the  receipt ;  and  on  such  recovery  in  ejectment 
where  the  land  is  in  lease,  the  tenant  shall  thereafter  hold  under,  and 
pay  the  rent  reserved,  to  the  person  making  title  to  and  recovering 
the  land,  but  the  possession,  bond  fidt  acquired,  in  none  of  the  said 
cases  shall  be  changed." 

The  plaintiffs  offered  evidence,  that  on  the  16th  of  April,  1792, 
Charles  Beatty,  the  intestate,  returned  into  the  land-office  for  the 
Western  Shore  of  Maryland,  a  certificate  of  survey  dated  on  the  3d 
of  April,  1792,  and  then  paid  the  usual  caution  money  for  the  land 
described  in  said  certificate.  On  the  23d  May,  1792,  a  caveat 
against  the  issuing  of  a  patent  for  the  lands  on  said  certificate,  was 
filed  by  David  Bumes,  the  intestate,  which  caveat  was  discontinued 
on  the  23d  of  May,  1801,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  act  of  the  State  of 
Maryland  On  the  same  day  a  patent  issued  firom  the  land-office  to 
Charles  Beatty,  for  the  land  described  in  said  certificate,  which  land 
is  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Washington,  and  was  taken  up  by 
Beatty,  as  a  vacancy;  but  Beatty  never  had  actual  possession  thereof, 
nor  ever  claimed  to  make  division  thereof  with  the  city  commission- 
ers as  an  original  proprietor  pursuant  to  the  statute  of  Maryland, 
1791,  c.  45.  In  fact,  the  same  land  had  been  held  and  claimed  by 
David  Burnes,  in  his  6wn  right,  for  more  than  five  years  before  the 
passing  of  the  statute  aforesaid,  as  included  in  the  lines  of  a  grant 
made  as  early  as  1720.  The  plaintiff  offered  evidence,  however,  that 
the  land  included  in  Beatty's  patent,  was  without  the  lines  of  the 
land  to  which  Bumes  was,  under  his  grant,  really  entitied,  and  that 
it  was  vacant  land  of  the  State  of  Maryland.  The  warrant,  under 
which  Beatty's  patent  was  obtained,  was,  before  the  location,  within 
the  limits  of  Wa8hingtx>n,  in  part  located  upon  and  applied  to  other 
lands  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  not  within  the  said  city,  or  the  county 
in  which  it  was  situate  while  belonging  to  Maryland.  Burnes,  in  his 
lifetime,  and  before  the  statute  of  1791,  c.  45,  made  a  conveyance 

of  the  land  in  controversy,  as  an  original  proprietor  to  cer- 
[  *  101  ]  tain  trustees  for  the  purposes  named  in  *that  statute,  and 

received  of  the  city  commissioners,  on  account  of  parts  of 
the  same  land  appropriated  to  city  purposes,  the  sum  of  $7,343.82, 
in  various  sums  paid  between  October,  1792,  and  June,  1796 ;  and 
also  received  $1,000  on  account  of  other  parts  of  said  land,  which  he 
sold  and  conveyed  to  individuals.    Burnes  'died  in  May,  1799,  and 
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administratioa  of  his  estate  was  granted  in  Prince  George's  county, 
in  the  same  year,  to  his  widow,  who  died  in  January,  1807.  In  April, 
1803,  administration  of  his  estate  was  granted  to  the  defendant,  by 
ihe  orphan's  court  of  Washington  county,  in  the  District  of  CTolum- 
bia.  Beatty  died  sometime  before  May,  1805,  and  in  that  month 
administration  of  his  estate  was  granted  to  the  plaintifis.  The  pre- 
sent action  is  brought  to  recover  the  money  so  received  by  Bumes, 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  and  disposition 
of  land  included  in  Beatty's  patent  No  demand  or  claim  was  ever 
made  by  Beatty  on  Bumes,  or  his  administrators,  in  his  lifetime,  for 
the  same  money,  although  both  parties,  from  the  year  1791,  until  their 
respective  deaths,  lived  within  the  limits  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  within  two  miles  of  each  other — nor  did  the  plaintiffs  ever  make 
any  demand  or  claim  upon  the  defendant  until  February,  1810.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  court  below  were  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
iifi&  could  not  sustain  the  action,  and  upon  that  direction  th  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

F.  &  Eey^  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Jimes^  contra. 

•Story,  J.,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the  opinion  of  (  *  107  J 
the  court,  as  follows :  — 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintifis  in  error  that  the  direction  of  the 
ciicuit  court  was  erroneous.  1.  Because  the  plaintifi''s  intestate  had 
a  good  and  vaHd  title  to  the  land  surveyed  under  his  patent,  and 
was,  therefore,  entitled  under  the  &th  section  of  the  Maryland  statute 
of  1791,  to  the  money  received  by  the  defendant's  intestate  therefor. 
2.  That  this  right  was  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

In  support  of  the  first  point  the  plaintifis  contend  that  the  land 
belonging  to  the  State  did  not,  by  the  cession  of  the  territorial  juris- 
diction under  the  statute  of  1791,  pass  to  the  United  States,  and  was 
consequently  liable  to  be  appropriated  by  individuals  under  warrants 
pursuant  to  the  laws  of  Maryland.  That  until  1801,  the  jurisdiction 
of  Maryland  continued  over  the  whole  ceded  territory;  and  tities, 
therefore,  might  legally  be  acquired  therein  according  to  the  public 
laws;  and  the  patent  of  Beatty,  being  obtained  in  pursuance  of 
those  laws,  gave  him  a  complete  and  valid  titie. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  denies  each  of  these  positions, 
and  further  contends,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  without  the  purview  of 
the  6th  section  of  the  act  of  1791,  because  that  section  extends  only 
to  titles  then  existing,  and  Beatty's  titie  did  not  commence  until 
April,  1792. 
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It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  correctness  of  the  positions 
urged  by  the  respective  parties  as  to  this  point,  because  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  case  may  well  be  decided  upon  the  second  point. 

The  action  for  money  had  and  received  is  clearly  embraced  by  the 
statute  of  limitations ;  and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  plaintifb  to 
show  that  the  present  case  forms  an  exception  to  its  operation. 

It  is  contended  that  the  present  suit,  being  a  statute  remedy, 
is  not  within  the  purview  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
[  *  108  ]  •  But  we  know  of  no  difference  in  this  particular- between  a 
common  law  and  statute  right.  Each  must  be  pursued  ac- 
cording to  the  general  rule  of  law,  unless  a  different  rule  be  prescribed 
by  statute ;  and  where  the  remedy  is  limited  to  a  particular  form  of 
action,  all  the  general  incidents  of  that  action  must  attach  upon  it. 
Upon  any  other  construction,  it  would  follow  that  the  case  would  be 
without  any  limitation  at  all ;  for  it  would  be  quite  impossible,  upon 
any  acknowledged  principles,  when  a  right  had  assumed  the  shape  of 
a  claim  in  personam,  to  attach  to  it  a  limitation  which  exclusively 
applied  to  the  reality.  Now  the  statute  of  limitations  has  been  em- 
phatically declared  a  statute  of  repose,  and  we  should  not  feel  at 
liberty  to  break  in  upon  its  general  construction  by  allowing  an  ex- 
ception which  has  not  acquired  the  complete  sanction  of  authority. 

It  is  further  contended,  that  by  the  operation  of  the  act  of  1791, 
c  45,  Bumes  must  be  considered  as  a  mere  trustee  of  Beatty,  and 
trusts  are  not  within  the  statute  of  limitations.  We  are  of  a  differ- 
ent opinion.  The  land  in  controversy  was  claimed  by  Burnes  in  his 
own  right,  and  adversely  to  the  plaintiffs'  intestate.  The  money  was 
received  by  him  for  his  own  use  and  in  his  own  right,  as  an  original 
proprietor.  He  never  admitted  or  acknowledged  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  no  claim  or  demand  was  ever  made  upon  him  in  his 
Hfetime.  So  far,  then,  from  being  received  in  trust,  it  was  expressly 
received  under  a  peremptory  denial  of  any  trust  or  right  in  the  oppo- 
site party.  Nor  was  the  statute  meant  to  make  the  adverse  possessor 
without  titie  a  trustee  for  the  party  having  titie.  It  only  substituted 
the  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  ordinary  legal  remedy  by  ejectment ; 
and  the  adverse  possessor  of  the  land  could  no  more  be  deemed  a 
trustee  of  the  money,  than  he  could  be  deemed  a  trustee  of  the  land 
itself,  for  the  benefit  of  the  rightful  owner,  against  whom  he  held  by 
an  adverse  titie. 

The  court  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
b  a  good  bar,  and,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
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Habforp,  Claimant  of  480  pieces  of  Cotton  Bagging,  v.  The  United 

States. 

8  C.  109. 

The  penalty  of  the  50th  section  of  the  collection  law  of  2d  March,  1799,  (1  Stau.  at  Laige, 
665,)  which  requires  a  permit  for  the  landing  of  goods  imported,  applies  to  goods  the  im- 
portMioa  of  which  was  prohibited  by  law. 

This  was  an  appeal  firom  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  South 
Carolina. 
Tiie  case  was  sobmitted  without  argument 

* 

Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  —  //^. 

The  principal  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  goods  and  merchan- 
dise, the  importation  of  which  into  the  United  States  was  prohibited 
by  the  act  of  18th  of  April,  1806,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  379,)  were  within 
the  purview  of  the  50th  section  of  the  collection  act  of  2d  of  March, 
1799,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  665,)  so  that  the  unlading  of  them  without 
a  permit,  &c.,  was  an  offence  subjecting  them  to  forfeiture. 

It  has  been  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  claimant,  that  they  were 
not  within  the  purview  within  the  50th  section,  because  that  section 
applies  only  to  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  the  importation  of 
which  is  lawful  To  this  construction  the  court  cannot  yield  assent 
The  language  of  the  50th  section  is,  that  ^'  no  goods,  wares,  or  mer- 
chandise, &c.,  shall  be  unladen,  &c.,  without  a  permit ; ''  it  is  therefore 
broad  enough  to  cover  all  goods,  whether  lawful  or  unlawfiil.  The  case, 
being  then  within  the  letter,  can  be  extracted  firom  forfeiture  only  by 
showing  that  it  is  not  within  the  spirit  of  the  section.  To  us,  it  seems 
clear  that  the  case  is  within  the  policy  and  mischief  of  the  collection 
act,  since  the  necessity  of  a  permit  is  some  check  upon  unlawful  im- 
portations, and  is  one  reason  why  it  is  required  The  act  of  1806 
does  not  profess  to  repeal  the  50th  section  of  the  collection  act  as  to 
the  prohibited  goods,  and  a  repeal,  by  implication,  ought  not  to  be 
presumed  unless  from  the  repugnance  of  the  provisions  the 
inference  be  necessary  and  *  unavoidable.  No  such  mani-  [  *  110  ] 
fest  repugnance  appears  to  the  court.  The  provisions  may 
well  stand  together,  and  indeed  serve  as  mutual  aids. 

In  fact,  the  very  point  now  presented  was  decided  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  Locke,  claimant,  r.  The  United  States,  at  February 
term,  1813. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed^  with  costs. 
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Abmitz  Brown  v.  The  United  States. 

I  8C.  110.  ; 

i 

i  British  propertj  found  in  the  United  States,  on  land,  at  the  commencement  of  hostilities  with 

I  Great  Britain,  cannot  be  condemned  as  enemy's  property,  withont  a  legislatiye  act,  anthor- 

I  izing  its  confiscation. 

The  act  of  the  legislature,  declaring  war,  2  Stats,  at  Large,  755,  is  not  such  an  act 
Timber  discharged  from  the  vessel  in  which  it  was  imported,  and  floated  into  a  salt-water 
creek  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  leaving  the  ends  of  the  timber  resting  on  the  mud  at 
low  water,  and  prevented  from  floating  away  at  high  water  by  booms,  is  to  be  considered 
as  landed. 

^  r  /  y  /  This  was  an  appeal  £rom  the  sentence  of  the  drcoit  court  of  Mas- 
?i  ,  (V  sachusetts,  which  condemned  660  tons  of  pine  timber,  claimed  by 
7)VA      J  ^  Armitz  Brown,  the  appellant 


D.  Davis  J  for  the  appellant* 


^  ^^^  ^    Rushj  attorney-general  for  the  United  States, 

[  *  121  ]      *  Marshall,  C.  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt,  as 
foUows :  — 

The  material  facts  in  the  case  are  these :  — 

The  Emulous,  owned  by  John  Delano  and  others,  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  was  chartered  to  a  company  carrying  on  trade  in 
Great  Britain,  one  of  whom  was  an  American  citizen,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  a  cargo  from  Savannah  to  Plymouth.  After  the 
cargo  was  put  on  board,  the  vessel  was  stopped  in  port  by  the  embargo 
of  the  4th  of  April,  1812.^  On  the  26th  of  the  same  month,  it  was 
agreed  between  the  master  of  the  ship  and  the  agent  of  the  shippers, 
that  she  should  proceed  with  her  cargo  to  New  Bedford,  where  her 
owners  resided,  and  remain  there  without  prejudice  to  the  charter- 
party.  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement.  The  Emulous  proceeded  to 
New  Bedford,  where  she  continued  until  after  the  declaration  of  war. 
In  October  or  November,  the  ship  was  unloaded  and  the  cargo,  ex- 
cept the  pine  timber,  was  landed.  The  pine  timber  was  floated  up  a 
salt-water  creek,  where,  at  low  tide,  the  ends  of  the  timber  rested  on 
the  mud,  where  it  was  secured  from  floating  out  with  the  tide,  by 
impediments  fastened  in  the  entrance  of  the  creek.  On  the  7th  of 
November,  1812,  the  cargo  was  sold  by  the  agent  of  the  owners,  who 
is  an  American  citizen,  to  the  claimant,  who  is  also  an  American 
citizen.     On  the  19th  of  April,  a  Ubel  was  filed  by  the  attorney  for 

1  2  Stats,  at  Large,  700. 
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tbe  United  States,  in  the  district  court  of  Massachusetts,  against  the 
said  cargo,  as  well  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of  America  as  for 
and  in  behalf  of  John  Delano  and  of  all  other  persons  con- 
cerned. It  does  not  appear  *that  this  seizure  was  made  [  *  122  ] 
nnder  any  instmctionB  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States ;  nor  is  there  any  evidence  of  its  having  his  sanction,  unless 
the  libel's  being  filed  and  prosecuted  by  the  law  officer  who  represents 
the  government  must  imply  that  sanction. 

On  the  contrary,  it  is  admitted  that  the  seizure  was  made  by  an 
individual,  and  the  libel  filed  at  his  instance,  by  the  district  attorney, 
who  acted  from  his  own  impressions  of  what  appertained  to  his  duty. 
The  property  was  claimed  by  Armitz  Brown,  under  the  purchase 
made  in  the  preceding  November. 

The  district  court  dismissed  the  libel.  The  circuit  court  reversed 
this  sentence,  and  condemned  the  pine  timber  as  enemy  property  for- 
feited to  the  United  States.  From  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court, 
the  claimant  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  material  question  made  at  bar  is  this.  Can  the  pine  timber, 
even  admitting  the  property  not  to  be  changed  by  the  sale  in  No- 
vember, be  condemned  as  prize  of  war  ? 

The  cargo  of  The  Emulous  having  been  legally  acquired  and  put 
on  board  the  vessel,  having  been  detained  by  an  embargo  not  intend- 
ed to  act  on  foreign  property,  the  vessel  having  sailed  before  the  war, 
from  Savannah,  under  a  stipulation  to  reland  the  cargo  in  some  port 
of  the  United  States,  the  relanding  having  been  made  with  respect 
to  the  residue  of  the  cargo,  and  the  pine  timber  having  been  floated 
into  shallow  water,  where  it  was  secured  and  in  the  custody  of  the 
owner  of  the  ship,  an  American  citizen,  the  court  cannot  perceive 
any  solid  distinction,  so  far  as  respects  confiscation,  between  this 
property  and  other  British  property  found  on  land  at  the  commence- 
ment of  hostilities.  It  will,  therefore,  be  considered  as  a  question 
relating  to  such  property  generally,  and  to  be  governed  by  the  same 
role. 

Respecting  the  power  of  government  no  doubt  is  entertained.  That 
war  gives  to  the  sovereign  full  right  to  take  the  persons  and  confis- 
cate the  property  of  the  enemy  wherever  found,  is  conceded. 
The  mitigations  *  of  this  rigid  rule,  which  the  humane  and  [  *  123  ] 
wise  policy  of  modern  times  has  introduced  into  practice, 
will  more  or  less  affect  the  exercise  of  this  right,  but  caimot  impair 
the  right  itself.  That  remains  undiminished,  and  when  the  sovereign 
authority  shall  choose  to  bring  it  into  operation,  the  judicial  depart- 
ment most  give  efiect  to  its  will.  But  until  that  will  shall  be  ex- 
pressed, no  power  of  Qondemnation  can  exist  in  the  court 
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The  questions  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  are :  — 

Ist.  May  enemy's  property,  found  on  land  at  the  commencement 
of  hostilities,  be  seized  and  condemned  as  a  necessary  consequence 
of  the  declaration  of  war? 

2d.  Is  there  any  legislative  act  which  authorizes  such  seizure  and 
condemnation  ? 

Since,  in  this  country,  from  the  stracture  of  our  govenlment,  pro* 
ceedings  to  condemn  the  property  of  an  enemy  found  within  our 
territory  at  the  declaration  of  war,  can  be  sustsdned  only  upon  the 
principle  that  they  are  instituted  in  execution  of  some  existing  law, 
we  are  led  to  ask — 

Is  the  declaration  of  war  such  a  law  ?  Does  that  declaration,  by 
its  own  operation,  so  vest  the  property  of  the  enemy  in  the  govern- 
ment, as  to  support  proceedings  for  its  seizure  and  confiscation,  or 
does  it  vest  only  a  right,  the  assertion  of  which  depends  on  the  will 
of  the  sovereign  power  ? 

The  universal  practice  of  forbearing  to  seize  and  confiscate  debts 
and  credits,  the  principle  universally  received,  that  the  right  to  them 
revives  on  the  restoration  of  peace,  would  seem  to  prove  that  war  is 
not  an  absolute  confiscation  of  this  property,  but  simply  confers  the 
right  of  confiscation. 

Between  debts  contracted  under  the  faith  of  laws,  and  property 
acquired  in  the  course  of  trade,  on  the  faith  of  the  same  laws,  reason 
draws  no  distinction ;  and,  iedthough,  in  practice,  vessels  with  their 
cargoes,  found  in  port  at  the  declaration  of  war  may  have  been 
seized,  it  is  not  believed  that  modem  usage  would  sanction 
[  •  124  ]  the  seizure  of  the  goods  of  an  enemy  on  land,  which  *  were 
acquired  in  peace,  in  the  course  of  trade.  Such  a  proceeding 
is  rare,  and  would  be  deemed  a  harsh  exercise  of  the  rights  of  war. 
But  although  the  practice  in  this  respect  may  not  be  uniform,  that 
circumstance  does  not  essentially  affect  the  question.  The  inquiry 
is,  whether  such  property  vests  in  the  sovereign  by  the  mere  declara* 
tion  of  war,  or  remains  subject  to  a  right  of  confiscation,  the  exercise 
of  which  depends  on  the  national  will ;  and  the  rule  which  applies  to 
one  case,  so  far  as  respects  the  operation  of  a  declaration  of  war  on 
the  thing  itself,  must  apply  to  all  others  over  which  war  gives  an 
equal  right  The  right  of  the  sovereign  to  confiscate  debts  being 
precisely  the  same  with  the  right  to  confiscate  other  property  found 
in  the  country,  the  operation  of  a  declaration  of  war  on  debts  and  on 
*6ther  property  found  within  the  country  must  be  the  same.  What, 
then,  is  this  operation  ? 

EvenBynkershoek,  who  maintains  the  broad  principle,  that  in  war 
every  thing  done,  against  an  enemy  is  lawful ;  that  he  may  be  destroyed, 
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though  unarmed  and  defenceless ;  that  fraud,  or  even  poison,  may  be 
employed  against  him ;  that  a  most  unlimited  right  is  acquired  to  his 
person  and  property ;  admits  that  war  does  not  transfer  to  the  sove« 
reign  a  debt  due  to  his  enemy ;  and,  therefore,  if  payment  of  such 
debt  be  not  exacted,  peace  revives  the  former  right  of  the  creditor; 
^  because,"  he  says,  <<  the  occupation  which  is  had  by  war  consists 
more  in  fact  than  in  law."  He  adds  to  his  observations  on  this  sub- 
ject, **  let  it  not,  however,  be  supposed  that  it  is  only  true  of  actions, 
that  they  are  not  condemned  ipso  jure,  for  other  things  also  belong- 
ing to  the  enemy  may  be  concealed  and  escape  condemnation." 

Vattel  says,  that  ^^  the  sovereign  can  neither  detain  the  persons  nor 
the  property  of  those  subjects  of  the  enemy  who  are  within  his  do- 
minions at  the  time  of  the  declaration." 

It  is  true  that  this  rule  is,  in  terms,  applied  by  Vattel  to  the  pro- 
perty of  those  only  who  are  personally  within  the  territory  at  the 
commencement  of  hostilities;  but  it  applies  equaDy  to  things  in 
action  and  to  things  in  possession ;  and  if  war  did,  of  itself,  without 
any  further  exercise  of  the  sovereign  will,  vest  the  property 
of  the  •enemy  in  the  sovereign,  his  presence  could  not  ex-  [  *  125  ] 
empt  it  from  this  operation  of  war.  Nor  can  a  reason  be 
perceived  for  maintaining  that  the  public  faith  is  more  entirely 
pledged  for  the  security  of  property  trusted  in  the  territory  of  the 
nation  in  time  of  peace,  if  it  be  accompanied  by  its  owner,  than  if  it 
be  confided  to  the  care  of  others. 

Chitty,  after  stating  the  general  right  of  seizure,  says :  '<  But,  in 
strict  justice,  that  right  can  take  effect  only  on  those  possessions  of 
a  belligerent  which  have  come  to  the  hands  of  his  adversary  after  the 
declaration  of  hostilities." 

The  modem  rule,  then,  would  seem  to  be,  that  tangible  property 
belonging  to  an  enemy,  and  found  in  the  country  at  the  commence- 
ment of  war,  ought  not  to  be  immediately  confiscated ;  and  in  almost 
every  commercial  treaty  an  article  is  inserted  stipulating  for  the  right 
to  withdraw  such  property. 

This  rule  appears  to  be  totally  incompatible  with  the  idea,  that  war 
does  of  itself  vest  the  property  in  the  belligerent  government.  It  may 
be  considered  as  the  opinion  of  all  who  have  written  on  the  jus  bettij 
that  war  gives  the  right  to  confiscate,  but  does  not  itself  confiscate  the 
property  of  the  enemy ;  and  their  rules  go  to  the  exercise  of  this  right. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  was  framed  at  a  time  when 
tiiis  rule,  introduced  by  commerce  in  favor  of  moderation  and  hu- 
manity, was  received  throughout  the  civilized  world.  In  expounding 
that  constitution,  a  construction  ought  not  lightly  to  be  admitted, 
which  would  give  to  a  declaration  of  war  an  effect  in  this  country  it 

VOL.   III.  5 
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does  not  possess  elsewhere,  and  which  would  fetter  that  exercise  of 
entire  discretion  respecting  enemy  property,  which  may  enable  the 
govelmment  to  apply  to  the  enemy  the  rule  that  he  applies  to  us. 

If  we  look  to  the  constitution  itself,  we  find  this  general  reasoning 
much  strengthened  by  the  words  of  that  instrument. 
[  •  126  ]  That  the  declaration  of  war  has  only  the  effect  of  •  plac- 
ing the  two  nations  in  a  state  of  hostility,  of  producing 
a  state  of  war,  of  giving  those  rights  which  war  confers ;  but  not  of 
operating,  by  its  own  force,  any  of  those  results,  such  as  a  transfer 
of  property,  which  are  usually  produced  by  ulterior  measures  of  go- 
vernment, is  fairly  deducible  from  the  enumeration  of  powers,  which 
accompanies  that  of  declaring  war.  "  Congress  shall  have  power"— 
"  to  declare  war,  grant  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,  and  make  rules 
concerning  captures  on  land  and  water." 

It  would  be  restraining  this  clause  within  narrower  limits  than  the 
words  themselves  import,  to  say  that  the  power  to  make  rules  con- 
cerning captures  on  land  and  water,  is  to  be  confined  to  captures 
which  are  exterritorial.  If  it  extends  to  rules  respecting  enemy  pro- 
perty found  within  the  territory,  then  we  perceive  an  express  grant  to 
congress  of  the  power  in  question  as  an  independent  substantive 
power,  not  included  in  that  of  declaring  wbx. 

The  acts  of  congress  furnish  many  instances  of  an  opinion  that 
the  declaration  of  war  does  not,  of  itself,  authorize  proceedings 
against  the  persons  or  property  of  the  enemy  found,  at  the  time, 
within  the  territory. 

War  gives  an  equal  right  oyer  persons  and  property ;  and  if  its 
declaration  is  not  considered  as  prescribing  a  law  respecting  the  per- 
son of  an  enemy  found  in  our  country,  neither  does  it  prescribe  a 
law  for  his  property.  The  act  concerning  alien  enemies,^  which  con- 
fers on  the  President  very  great  discretionary  powers  respecting  their 
persons,  affords  a  strong  implication  that  he  did  not  possess  those 
powers  by  virtue  of  the  declaration  of  war. 

The  "  act  for  the  safe  keeping  and  accommodation  of  prisoners 
of  war,"^  is  of  the  same  character. 

The  act  prohibiting  trade  with  the  enemy,^  contains  this  clause  :  — 

"  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
be,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  give,  at  any  time  within 
[  •  127  ]  six  months  after  the   passage  *  of  this  act,  passports  for 
the  safe  transportation  of  any  ship  or  other  property  belong- 
ing to  British  subjects,  and  which  is  now  within  the  limits  of  the 
United  States." 

1  1  Stats,  at  Large,  577.        a  2  Stats,  at  Lai^,  777.       3  2  Stats,  at  Lai^e,  778. 
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The  phraseology  of  this  law  shows  that  the  property  of  a  British 
subject  was  not  considered  by  the  legislature  as  being  vested  in  the 
United  States  by  the  declaration  of  war ;  and  the  authority  which 
the  act  confers  on  the  President,  is  manifestly  considered  as  one 
which  he  did  not  previously  possess. 

The  proposition  that  a  declaration  of  war  does  not,  in  itself,  enact 
a  confiscation  of  the  property  of  the  enemy  within  the  territory  of  the 
belligerent,  is  believed  to  be  entirely  free  from  doubt.  Is  there,  in  the 
act  of  congress,  by  which  war  is  declared  against  Great  Britain,  any 
expression  which  would  indicate  such  an  intention  ? 

That  act,  after  placing  the  two  nations  in  a  state  of  war,  authorizes 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  use  the  whole  land  and  naval 
force  of  the  United  States  to  carry  the  war  into  effect,  and  "  to  issue 
to  private  armed  vessels  of  the  United  States,  conmiissions  or  letters 
of  marque  and  general  reprisal  against  the  vessels,  goods,  and  effects 
of  the  government  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Ghreat  Britain  and  Ire- 
land, and  the  subjects  thereof." 

That  reprisals  may  be  made  on  enemy  property  found  within  the 
United  States  at  the  declaration  of  war,  if  such  be  the  will  of  the 
nation,  has  been  admitted ;  but  it  is  not  admitted  that,  in  the  declara- 
tion of  war,  the  nation  has  expressed  its  will  to  that  effect 

It  cannot  be  necessary  to  employ  argument  in  showing  that  when 
the  attorney  for  the  United  States  institutes  proceedings  at  law  for  the 
confiscation  of  enemy  property  found  on  land,  or  floating  in  one  of  our 
creeks,  in  the  care  and  custody  of  one  of  our  citizens,  he  is  not  acting 
under  the  authority  of  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,  still  less  under 
the  authority  of  such  letters  issued  to  a  private  armed  vessel 

•  The  "  act  concerning  letters  of  marque,  prizes,  and  prize  [  *  128  ] 
goods,"  certainly  contcdns  nothing  to  authorize  this  seizure. 

There  being  no  other  act  of  congress  which  bears  upon  the  subject,  it 
is  considered  as  proved  that  the  legislature  has  not  confiscated  enemy 
property  which  was  within  the  United  States  at  the  declaration  of 
war,  and  that  this  sentence  of  condemnation  cannot  be  sustained. 

One  view,  however,  has  been  taken  of  this  subject,  which  deserves 
to  be  further  considered. 

It  is  urged  that,  in  executing  the  laws  of  war,  the  executive  may 
seize  and  the  courts  condemn  all  property  which,  according  to  the 
modom  law  of  nations,  is  subject  to  confiscation,  although  it  might 
require  an  act  of  the  legislature  to  justify  the  condemnation  of  that  pro- 
perty which,  according  to  modem  usage,  ought  not  to  be  confiscated. 

This  argument  must  assume  for  its  basis  the  position  that  modern 
usage  constitutes  a  rule  which  acts  directiy  upon  the  thing  itself  by 
its  own  force,  and  not  through  the  sovereign  power.    This  position 
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is  not  allowed.  This  usage  is  a  gaide  which  the  soy^eign  follows  or 
abandons,  at  his  wilL  The  rule,  like  other  precepts  of  morality,  of 
humanity,  and  even  of  wisdom,  is  addressed  to  the  judgment  of  the 
sovereign ;  and  although  it  cannot  be  disregarded  by  him  without 
obloquy,  yet  it  may  be  disregarded. 

The  rule  is,  in  its  nature,  flexible.  It  is  subject  to  infinite  modifi- 
cation. It  is  not  an  immutable  rule  of  law,  but  depends  on  political 
considerations  which  may  continually  Tary. 

Commercial  nations,  in  the  situation  of  the  United  States,  have 
always  a  considerable  quantity  of  property  in  the  possession  of  their 
neighbors.  When  war  breaiks  out,  the  question,  what  shall  be  done 
with  enemy  property  in  our  country,  is  a  question  rather  of  policy 
than  of  law.  The  rule  which  we  apply  to  the  property  of  our 
[  •  129  ]  enemy,  will  be  applied  by  him  to  the  property  of  *  our  citizens. 
Like  all  other  questions  of  policy,  it  is  proper  for  the  con- 
sideration of  a  department  which  can  modify  it  at  will;  not  for  the 
consideration  of  a  department  which  can  pursue  only  the  law  as  it  is 
written.  It  is  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  legislature,  not  of 
the  executive  or  judiciary. 

It  appears  to  the  court,  that  the  power  of  confiscating  enemy  pro- 
perty is  in  the  legislature,  and  that  the  legislature  has  not  yet  declar* 
ed  its  will  to  confiscate  property  which  was  within  our  territory  at 
the  declaration  of  war.  The  court  is  therefore  of  opinion  that  there 
is  error  in  the  sentence  of  condemnation'  pronounced  in  the  circuit 
court  in  this  case,  and  doth  direct  that  the  same  be  reversed  and  an- 
nulled,  and  that  the  sentence  of  the  district  court  be  affirmed. 

Story,  J.  In  this  case,  I  have  the  misfortune  to  differ  in  opinion 
from  my  brethren ;  and  as  the  grounds  of  the  decree  were  fully  stated 
in  an  opinion  delivered  in  the  court  below,  I  shaU  make  no  apology 
for  reading  it  in  this  place. 

"  This  is  a  prize  allegation  filed  by  the  district  attorney,  in  behalf 
of  the  United  States,  and  of  John  Delano,  against  550  tons  of  pine 
timber,  part  of  the  cargo  of  the  American  ship  Emulous,  which  was 
seized  as  enemies'  property,  about  the  5th  day  of  April,  1813,  after 
the  same  had  been  discharged  from  said  ship,  and  while  afloat  in  a 
creek  or  dock  at  New  Bedford,  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows." 

From  the  evidence  in  this  case,  it  appears  that  the  ship  Emulous 
is  owned  by  the  said  John  Delano,  John  Johnson,  Levi  Jenny,  and 
Joshua  Delano,  of  New  Bedford,  and  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
On  the  3d  day  of  February,  1812,  the  owners,  by  their  agents,  enter- 
ed into  a  charter-party  with  Elijah  Brown,  as  agent  of  Messrs.  Chris- 


FEBRUARY  TERM,   1814.  53 

Brown  v.  United  States.    8  C. 

topher  Idle,  Brother  and  Co.,  and  James  Brown,  of  London,  mer- 
chants, for  said  ship,  to  proceed  from  the  port  of  Charleston,  South 
Carolina,  (where  the  ship  then  lay,)  to  Savannah,  in  Georgia,  and 
there  take  on  board  a  cargo  of  timber  and  staves,  at  a 
certain  *  freight  stipulated  in  the  charter-party,  and  proceed  [  *  130  ] 
with  the  same  to  Plymouth,  in  England,  "  for  orders  to  un- 
load there  or  at  any  other  of  his  majesty's  dock-yards  in  England." 
The  ship  accordingly  proceeded  to  Savannah,  took  on  board  the 
agreed  cargo,  and  was  there  stopped  by  the  embargo  laid  by  con- 
gress on  the  4th  of  April,  1812.  On  the  25th  of  the  same  April,  it 
was  agreed  between  Mr.  E.  Brown  and  the  master  of  the  ship,  that 
she  should  proceed  with  the  cargo  to,  and  lay  at  New  Bedford,  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  charter-party.  The  ship  accordingly  proceeded 
for  New  Bedford,  and  arrived  there  in  the  latter  part  of  May,  1812, 
where,  it  seems,  the  cargo  was  finally,  but  the  particular  time  is  not 
stated,  unloaded  by  the  owners  of  the  ship,  the  staves  put  into  a 
warehouse,  and  the  timber  into  a  salt-water  creek  or  dock,  where  it 
has  ever  since  remained,  water-borne,  under  the  custody  of  said  John 
Delano,  by  whom  the  subsequent  seizure  was  made  for  his  own  be- 
nefit, and  the  benefit  of  the  United  States.  On  the  7th  November, 
1812,  Mr.  Elijah  Brown,  as  agent  for  the  British  owners,  (one  of 
whom,  James  Brown,  is  his  brother,)  sold  the  whole  cargo  to  the  pre- 
sent claimant,  Mr.  Armitz  Brown  (who  it  should  seem  is  also  his 
brother)  for  (2,433.67,  payable  in  nine  months,  for  which  the  claim- 
ant gave  his  note  accordingly.  The  master  of  the  ship,  Capt.  Allen, 
swears  that,  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  charter-party,  Mr.  Elijah 
Brown  stated  to  him  that  the  British  owners  had  contracted  with  the 
British  government  to  furnish  a  large  quantity  of  timber  to  be  deli- 
vered in  some  of  his  Majesty's  dock-yards. 

Besides  the  claim  of  Mr.  Brown,  there  is  a  claim  interposed  by  the 
owners  of  the  ship  Emulous,  praying  for  an  allowance  to  them  of 
their  expenses  and  charges  in  the  premises. 

A  preliminary  exception  has  been  taken  to  the  libel  for  a  supposed 
incongruity  in  blending  the  rights  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
informer  in  the  manner  of  a  qui  tarn  action  at  the  conunon  law. 

I  do  not  think  this  exception  is  entitled  to  much  consideration.  It 
is,  at  most,  but  an  irregularity  which  cannot  afifect  the  nature  of  the 
proceedings,  or  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  If  the 
informer  cannot  legally  •  take  any  interest,  the  United  States  [  *  131  ] 
have  still  a  right,  if  their  title  is  otherwise  well  founded, 
to  claim  a  condemnation.  Nor  would  a  proceeding  of  this  nature 
be  deemed  a  fatal  irregularity  in  courts  having  jurisdiction  of  seizures, 
whose  proceedings  are  governed  by  much  more  rigid  rules  than  those 

5* 
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of  the  admiralty.  It  is  a  principle  deariy  settled  at  the  common 
law,  that  any  person  might  seize  nncnstomed  goods  to  the  use  of  him- 
self and  the  king,  and  thereupon  inform  of  the  seizore ;  and  if,  in  the 
exchequer,  the  informer  be  not  entitled  to  any  part,  the  whole  shall, 
on  such  information,  be  adjudged  to  the  king.  For  this  doctrine  we 
have  the  authority  of  Lord  Hale.  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  227.  And 
the  solemn  judgment  of  the  court,  in  Boe  i;.  Boe,  Hardr.  185,  and 
Maiden  v.  BarUett,  Parker,  105.  The  same  rule  most  undoubtedly 
exists  in  the  prize  court,  and,  as  I  apprehend,  apjdies  with  greater 
latitude.  All  property  captured  belongs  cniginally  to  the  crown ;  and 
individuals  can  acquire  a  title  thereto  in  no  other  mann^  than  by 
grant  from  the  crown.  The  Elsebe,  5  Bob.  173 ;  11  East,  619 ;  The 
Maria  Franqoise,  6  Bob.  282.  This,  however,  does  not  preclude  the 
right  to  seize ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  an  indisputable  principle  in  the 
English  prize  courts,  that  a  subject  may  seize  hostile  property  for  the 
use  of  the  crown,  wherever  it  is  found ;  and  it  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  crown,  whether  it  will  or  will  not  ratify  and  consummate  the 
seizure  by  proceeding  to  condemnation.  But  to  the  prize  court  it  is 
a  matter  of  pure  indifference  whether  the  seizure  proceeded  ori- 
ginally from  the  crown,  or  has  been  adopted  by  it ;  and  whether  the 
crown  would  take  jure  cororuB^  by  its  transcendant  prerogative,  or 
jwre  admiralUoHs^  as  a  flower  annexed  by  its  grant  to  the  office  of 
lord  high  admiral.  The  cases  of  captures  by  non-commissioned  ves- 
sels, by  commanders  on  foreign  stations,  anterior  to  war,  by  private 
individuals  in  port,  or  on  the  coasts,  and  by  naval  commanders  on 
shore,  on  unauthorized  expeditions,  are  all  very  strong  illustrations  of 
the  principle.  The  Aquila,  1  Bob.  37 ;  The  Twee  Gesuster,  2  Bob. 
284,  note;  The  Bebeckah,  1  Bob.  227 ;  The  Gertruyda,  2  Bob.  211 ; 
The  Melomane,  5  Bob.  41 ;  The  Charlotte,  6  Bob.  282;  The  Bich- 
mond,  5  Bob.  325 ;  Thorshaven,  1  Edw.  102 ;  Hale,  in  Hai^.  Law 
Tracts,  c.  28,  p.  245.  And  in  cases  where  private  captors  seek  con- 
demnation to  themselves,  it  is  the  settled  course  of  the 
[  *  132  ]  court,  on  failure  of  their  title,  to  decree  *  condemnation  to 
the  crown  or  the  admiralty,  as  the  circumstances  require. 
The  Walsingham  Packet,  2  Bob.  77;  The  Etru8co,4  Bob.  262,  note, 
and  the  cases  cited  supra.  Nor  can  I  consider  these  principles  of 
the  British  courts  a  departure  from  the  law  of  nations.  The  author- 
ity of  Puffendorf  and  Vattel  are  introduced  to  show  that  private  sub- 
jects are  not  at  liberty  to  seize  the  property  of  enemies  without  the 
commission  of  the  sovereign,  and  if  they  do  they  are  considered  as 
pirates.  But  when  attentively  considered,  it  strikes  me  that,  taking 
the  full  scope  of  these  authors,  they  will  not  be  found  to  support  so 
broad  a  position.    Pufil  B.  8,  c.  6,  s.  21 ;  Vattel,  B.  3,  c.  15,  s.  223, 
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224,  225,  226,  227.  Vattel  himself  admits,  (s.  234,)  that  the  de- 
claration  of  war,  which  enjoins  the  subjects  at  large  to  attack  the 
enemy's  subjects,  implies  a  general  order ;  and  that  to  commit  hostili- 
ties on  our  enemy  without  an  order  firom  our  sovereign  after  the  war, 
is  not  a  violation  so  much  of  the  law  of  nations  as  of  the  public  law 
applicable  to  the  sovereignty  of  our  own  nation,  (s.  225.)  And 
he  explicitly  states,  (s.  226,)  that,  by  the  law  of  nations,  when 
once  two  nations  are  engaged  in  war,  all  the  subjects  of  the  one  may 
commit  hostilities  against  those  of  the  other,  and  do  them  all  the 
mischief  authorized  by  the  state  of  wea.  All  that  he  contends  for  is, 
that  though,  by  the  declaration,  all  the  subjects  in  general  are  ordered 
to  attack  the  enemy,  yet  that  by  custom  this  is  usually  restrained  to 
persons  acting  under  commission ;  and  that  the  general  order  does 
not  invite  the  subjects  to  undertake  any  offensive  expedition  without 
a  commission  or  particular  order,  (s.  227) ;  and  that  if  they  do, 
they  are  not  usually  treated  by  the  enemy  in  a  manner  as  favorable 
as  other  prisoners  of  war,  (s.  226.)  And  Vattel  (s.  227)  explicitly 
declares  that  the  declaration  of  war  ^  authorizes,  indeed,  and  even 
obliges  every  subject,  of  whatever  rank,  to  secure  the  persons  and 
things  belonging  to  the  enemy,  when  they  fall  into  his  hands."  And 
he  then  goes  on  to  state  cases  in  which  the  authority  of  the  sovereign 
may  be  presumed,  (s.  228.)  The  whole  doctrine  of  Vattel,  fairly 
considered,  amounts  to  no  more  than  this,  that  the  subject  is  not  re< 
quired,  by  the  mere  declaration  of  war,  to  originate  predatory  expe- 
ditions against  the  enemy ;  that  he  is  not  authorized  to  wage  war 
contrary  to  the  will  of  his  own  sovereign;  and  that,  though  the  ordi- 
nary declaration  of  war  imports  a  general  authority  to  at- 
tack the  epemy  •and  his  property,  yet  custom  has  so  far  [  •IBS  ] 
restrained  its  meaning,  that  it  is  in  general  confined  to  per- 
sons acting  under  the  particular  or  constructive  commission  of  the 
sovereign.  K,  therefore,  the  subject  do  undertake  a  predatory  expe- 
dition, it  is  an  infringement  of  the  public  law  of  his  own  country,  whose 
sovereignty  he  thus  invades,  but  it  is  not  a  violation  of  the  law  of  na- 
tions of  which  the  enemy  has  a  right  to  complain.  But  if  the  pro- 
perty of  the  enemy  fall  into'  the  hands  of  a  subject,  he  is  bound  to 
secure  it. 

For  every  purpose  applicable  to  the  present  case,  it  does  not  seem 
necessary  to  controvert  these  positions ;  and,  whatever  may  be  the 
correctness  of  the  others,  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  that  the  position  is 
well  founded,  that  no  subject  can  legally  commit  hostilities,  or  cap- 
ture property  of  an  enemy,  when,  either  expressly  or  constructively, 
the  sovereign  has  prohibited  it.  But  suppose  he  does,  I  would  ask 
if  the  sovereign  may  not  ratify  his  proceedings ;  and  thus,  by  a  retro- 
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active  operation,  give  validity  to  them  ?  Of  this  there  seems  to  me 
no  legal  doubt.  The  subject  seizes  at  his  peril,  and  the  sovereign 
decides,  in  the  last  resort,  whether  he  will  approve  or  disapprove  of 
the  act  Thorshaven,  1  Edw.  102.  The  authority  of  Puffendorf  is 
still  less  in  favor  of  the  position  of  the  claimant's  counsel  In  the 
section  cited,  (book  8,  c  6,  s.  21,)  Puffendorf  considers  the  question 
to  whom  property  captured  in  war  belongs ;  a  question  also  examined 
by  Vattel,  in  the  229th  section  of  the  book  and  chapter  above  refer- 
red to.  In  the  course  of  that  discussion,  Puffendorf  observes  *'  that 
it  may  be  very  justly  questioned,  whether  every  thing  taken  in  war, 
by  private  hostilities,  and  by  the  bravery  of  private  subjects  that 
have  no  commission  to  warrant  them,  belongeth  to  them  that  take 
it.  For  this  is  also  a  part  of  the  war,  to  appoint  what  persons  are 
to  act  in  a  hostile  manner  against  the  enemy,  and  how  far :  and,  in 
consequence,  no  private  person  hath  power  to  make  devastations  in 
an  enemy's  country,  or  to  carry  oflF  spoil  or  plunder  without  permis- 
sion from  his  sovereign :  and  the  sovereign  is  to  decide  how  far  pri- 
vate men,  when  they  are  permitted,  are  to  use  that  liberty  of  plunder ; 
and  whether  they  are  to  be  the  sole  proprietors  in  the  booty,  or  only 

to  share  a  part  of  it :  so  that  all  a  private  adventurer  in  war 
[  •  134  ]  can  pretend  to,  is  no  more  than  *  what  his  sovereign  will 

please  to  allow  him ;  for  to  be  a  soldier,  and  to  act  offen- 
sively, a  man  must  be  commissioned  by  public  authority." 

As  to  the  point  upon  which  Puffendorf  here  expresses  his  doubts, 
I  suppose  that  no  person,  at  this  day,  entertains  any  doubts.  It  is 
now  clear,  as  I  have  already  stated,  that  all  captures  in  war  enure  to 
the  sovereign,  and  can  become  private  property  only  by  his  grant. 
But  is  there  any  thing  in  Puffendorf  to  authorize  the  doctrine,  that 
the  subject  so  seizing  property  of  the  enemy,  is  guilty  of  a  very 
enormous  crime  —  of  the  odious  crime  of  piracy?  And  is  there,  in 
this  language,  any  thing  to  show  that  the  sovereign  may  not  adopt 
the  acts  of  his  subjects,  in  such  a  case,  and  give  them  the  effect  of 
full  and  perfect  ratification  ?  It  has  not  been  pretended,  that  I  recol- 
lect, that  Grotius  supports  the  position  contended  for.  To  me,  it 
seems  pretty  clear  that  his  opinions  lean  rather  the  other  way; 
namely,  to  support  the  indiscriminate  right  of  captors  to  all  property 
captured  by  them.  Grotius,  lib.  3,  c.  6,  ss.  2,  10, 12.  Bynkershoek 
has  not  discussed  the  question  in  direct  terms.  In  one  place  (Bynk. 
Pub.  Juris,  c.  3,)  he  says,  that  he  is  not  guilty  of  any  crime,  by  the 
laws  of  war,  who  invades  a  hostile  shore  in  hopes  of  getting  booty. 
It  is  true  that,  in  another  place,  (ibid.  c.  20,)  he  admits,  in  conformity 
to  his  doctrine  elsewhere,  (ibid.  c.  17,)  that  if  an  uncommissioned 
cruiser  should  sail  for  the  purpose  of  making  hostile  captures,  she 
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might  be  dealt  with  as  a  pirate,  if  she  made  any  captures  except  in 
self-defence.  But  this  he  expresdy  grounds  upon  the  municipal 
edicts  of  his  own  country  in  relation  to  captures  made  by  its  own 
subjects.  And  he  says,  every  declaration  of  war  not  only  permits 
but  expressly  orders  all  subjects  to  injure  the  enemy  by  every  possible 
means ;  not  only  to  avert  the  danger  of  capture,  but  to  capture  and 
strip  the  enemy  of  all  his  property.  And,  looking  to  the  general 
scope  of  his  observations,  (ibid.  c.  3,  4,  and  c.  16  and  17,)  I  think  it 
may,  not  unfairly,  be  argued  that,  independent  of  particular  edicts, 
the  subjects  of  hostile  nations  might  lawfully  seize  each  other's  pro- 
poty  wherever  found :  at  least,  he  states  nothing  from  which  it  can 
be  inferred  that  the  sovereign  might  not  avail  himself  of  property 
captured  frova  the  enemy  by  uncommissioned  subjects.  On 
•the  whole,  I  hold  that  the  true  doctrine  of  the  law  of  [  •ISS  ] 
nations,  found  in  foreign  jurists,  is,  that  private  citizens 
cannot  acquire  to  themselves  a  titie  to  hostile  property,  unless  it  is 
seized  under  the  commission  of  their  sovereign ;  and  that,  if  they 
depredate  upon  the  enemy,  they  act  upon  their  peril,  and  may  be 
liable  to  punishment,  unless  their  acts  are  adopted  by  their  sovereign. 
That,  in  modern  times,  the  mere  declaration  of  war  is  not  supposed 
to  clothe  the  citizens  with  authority  to  capture  hostile  property,  but 
that  they  may  lawfully  seize  hostile  property  in  their  own  defence, 
and  are  bound  to  secure,  for  the  use  of  the  sovereign,  all  hostile  pro- 
perty which  falls  into  their  hands.  If  the  principles  of  British  prize 
law  go  further,  I  am  free  to  say  that  I  consider  them  as  the  law  of 
this  country. 

I  have  been  led  into  this  discussion  of  the  doctrine  of  foreign 
jurists,  further  than  I  originally  intended ;  because  the  practice  of 
this  court  in  prize  proceedings  must,  as  I  have  already  intimated,  be 
•governed  by  the  rules  of  admiralty  law  disclosed  in  English  reports, 
in  preference  to  the  mere  dicta  of  elementary  writers.  I  thought  it 
my  duty,  however,  to  notice  these  authorities,  because  they  seem 
generally  relied  on  by  the  claimant's  counsel.  In  my  judgment,  the 
libel  is  well  and  properly  brought ;  at  least  for  all  the  purposes  of 
justice  between  the  parties  before  the  court;  and  I  overrule  the 
exception  taken  to  its  sufficiency. 

Having  disposed  of  this  objection,  I  come  now  to  consider  the 
objection  made  by  the  United  States  against  the  sufficiency  of  the 
claim  of  Mr.  Brown;  and  I  am  entirely  satisfied  that  his  claim 
must  be  rejected.  It  is  a  well  known  rule  of  the  prize  court,  that 
the  onus  probandi  lies  on  the  claimant ;  he  must  make  out  a  good 
and  sufficient  titie  before  he  can  call  upon  the  captors  to  show  any 
ground  for  the  capture.     The  Walsingham  packet,  2  Rob.  77.     If, 
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therefore,  the  claimant  make  no  title,  or  trace  it  only  by  illegal  trans- 
actions, his  claim  must  be  rejected,  and  the  court  left  to  dispose  of  the 
cause,  as  the  other  parties  may  establish  their  rights.  In  the  present 
case,  Mr.  Brown  claims  a  title  by  virtue  of  a  contract  and  sale  made 
by  alien  enemies  since  the  war :  I  say  by  alien  enemies ;  for  it  is  of 
no  importance  what  the  character  of  the  agent  is;  the 
[  *  136  ]  transaction  *  must  have  the  same  legal  construction  as 
though  made  by  the  aliens  themselves.  Now  admitting 
that  this  sale  was  not  colorable,  but  bond  fide^  which,  however,  I  am 
not,  at  present,  disposed  to  believe,  still,  it  was  a  contract  made  with 
enemies,  pending  a  known  war;  and  therefore  invalid.  No  principle 
of  national  or  municipal  law  is  better  settled,  than  that  all  contracts 
with  an  enemy,  made  during  war,  are  utterly  void.  This  principle 
has  grown  hoary  under  the  reverend  respect  of  centuries ;  (19  Edw. 
4,  6,  cited  TheoL  Dig.  lib.  1,  c,  6,  s.  21.  Ex  parte  Bonsmaker,  13 
Ves.  jun.  71 ;  Briston  v.  Towers,  6  T.  R.  45;)  and  cannot  now  be 
shaken  without  uprooting  the  very  foundations  of  national  law- 
Bynk.  Qusest  Pub.  Juris,  c.  3. 

I,  therefore,  altogether  reject  the  claim  interposed  by  Mr.  Brown. 
What,  then,  is  to  be  done  with  the  property  ?  It  is  contended,  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States,  that  it  ought  to  be  condemned  to  the 
United  States,  with  a  recompense,  in  the  nature  of  salvage,  to  be 
awarded  to  Mr.  Delano.  On  the  part  of  the  claimant's  counsel, 
(who,  under  the  circumstances,  must  be  considered  as  arguing  as 
amicus  curice  to  inform  the  conscience  of  the  court,)  it  is  contended, 
Ist.  That  this  court,  as  a  court  of  prize,  has  no  proper  jurisdiction 
over  the  cause.  2d.  That  if  it  have  jurisdiction,  it  cannot  award 
condemnation  to  the  United  States,  for  several  reasons.  Ist.  Be- 
cause, by  the  law  of  nations,  as  now  understood,  no  government  can 
lawfully  confiscate  the  debts,  or  visible  property  of  alien  enemies, 
which  have  been  contracted  or  come  into  the  country  during  peace. 
2d.  Because,  if  the  law  of  nations  does  not,  the  common  law  does 
afford  such  immunity  from  confiscation  to  property  situated  like  the 
present.  3d.  Because,  if  the  right  to  confiscate  exist,  it  can  be  exer- 
cised only  by  a  positive  act  of  congress,  who  have  not  yet  legislated 
to  this  extent.  4th.  Because,  if  the  last  position  be  not  fully  accu- 
rate, yet,  at  all  events,  this  process,  being  a  high  prerogative  power, 
ought  not  to  be  exercised,  except  by  express  instructions  from  the 
President,  which  are  not  shown  in  this  case. 

Some  of  these  questions  are  of  vast  importance  and  most  exten- 
sive operation ;  and  I  am  exceedingly  obliged  to  the  gentle- 
[  *  137  ]  men  who  have  argued  them  with  so  *  much  ability  and 
learning,  for  the  light  which  they  have  thrown  upon  a  path 
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80  intricate  and  obscure.  I  have  given  these  questions  as  much'  con- 
sideration as  the  state  of  my  health  and  the  brevity  of  time  would 
allow ;  and  I  shall  now  give  them  a  distinct  and  separate  discussion, 
that  I  may  at  least  disclose  the  sources  of  my  errors,  if  any,  and 
enable  those  who  unite  higher  powers  of  discernment  with  more 
extensive  knowledge,  to  give  a  more  exact  and  just  opinion. 

And  first.     As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  in  matters  of  prize. 

This  depends  partly  on  the  Prize  Act  of  26th  June,  1812,  c.  107, 
8. 6,^  and  partly  on  the  true  extent  and  meaning  of  the  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  conferred  on  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
The  arft  of  26th  June,  1812,  c  107,  povides  that  in  all  cases  of  cap- 
tmed  vessels,  goods,  and  effects  which  shall  be  brought  within  the 
jorisdiction  of  the  United  States,  the  district  court  shaU  have  exclu- 
sive original  cognizance  thereof,  as  in  civil  causes  of  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction.  The  act  of  18th  June,  1812,  c.  102,  declaring 
war,  authorizes  the  President  to  issue  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal 
to  private  armed  ships  against  the  vessels,  goods,  and  effects  of  the 
British  government  and  its  subjects ;  and  to  use  the  whole  land  and 
naval  force  of  the  United  States  to  carry  the  war  into  effect.  In 
neither  of  these  acts  is  there  any  limitation  as  to  the  places  where  cap- 
tures may  be  made  on  the  land  or  on  the  seas ;  and,  of  course,  it  would 
seem  that  the  right  of  the  courts  to  adjudicate  respecting  captures 
would  be  coextensive  with  such  captures,  wherever  made,  unless  the 
jurisdiction  conferred  is  manifestly  confined  by  the  former  act  to 
captures  made  by  private  armed  vessels.  It  is  not,  however,  neces- 
sary closely  to  sift  this  point,  as  it  may  now  be  considered  as  settled 
law,  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  under  the  Judicial  Act  of 
30th  September,  1789,  c.  20,'  have,  by  the  delegation  of  all  civil  causes 
of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  at  least  as  full  jurisdiction  of 
all  causes  of  prize  as  the  admiralty  in  England.  Glass  et  ah  v.  The 
sloop  Betsey,  et  (d;  3  Dall.  6;  Talbot  v.  Janson,  3  Dall.  133;  Pen- 
hallow  et  oL  V.  Doane's  administrators ;  3  Dall.  54,  Jennings 
V.  Carson,  4  Cranch,  2.  Over  what  captures,  •then,  has  the  [  •138  ] 
admiralty  jurisdiction  as  a  prize  court  ?  This  is  a  question 
of  considerable  intricacy,  and  has  not  as  yet,  to  my  knowledge,  been 
fully  settled.  It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  admiralty  has  an  in- 
herent jurisdiction  of  prize,  or  obtains  it  by  virtue  of  the  commission 
usually  issued  on  the  breaking  out  of  war.  That  the  exercise  of  the 
jurisdiction  is  of  very  high  antiquity  and  beyond  the  time  of  memory, 
seems  to  be  incontestable.  It  is  found  recognized  in  various  articles 
of  the  black  book  of  the  admiralty,  in  public  treaties  and  proclama- 

^  2  Stats,  at  Large,  761.  ^  1  Stats,  at  Large,  78. 


60  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Brown  v.  United  States.     8  C 

tions  of  a  very  early  date,  and  in  the  most  venerable  relics  of  ancient 
jurisprudence.  See  Robb.  ColL  Marit  Intro,  p.  6,  7 ;  lb.  Instructions, 
3  H.  8,  p.  10,  ^  18,  &c. ;  lb.  p.  12,  note  letter ;  Edw.  3,  A.  D.  1343 ; 
Treaty  Henry  7,  and  Charles  8,  A.  D.  1497;  Rob.  Coll.  Marit  p.  83 
and  p.  98,  art.  8 ;  Rob.  ColL  Max.  p.  189,  note;  Roughton, art  19,  20, 
&;c.,  &C.,  passim.  In  Lindo  v.  Rodney,  Doug.  613,  note,  Lord  Mans- 
field, in  discussing  the  subject,  admits  the  immemorial  antiquity  of 
the  prize  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty ;  but  leaves  it  uncertain  whether 
it  was  coeval  with  the  instance  jurisdiction,  and  whether  it  is  consti- 
tuted by  fipecial  commission,  or  only  called  into  exercise  thereby. 
After  the  doubts  of  so  eminent  a  judge,  it  would  not  become  me  to 
express  a  decided  opinion.  But  taking  the  fact  that,  in  the  earliest 
times,  the  jurisdiction  is  found  in  the  possession  of  the  admiralty,  in- 
dependent of  any  known  special  commission ;  that,  in  other  countries, 
and  especially  in  France,  upon  whose  ancient  prize  ordinances  the 
administration  of  prize  law  seems,  in  a  great  measure,  to  have  been 
modelled,  ( Vide  Ordin.  of  France,  A.  D.  1400,  Rob.  ColL  Marit  p. 
75 ;  Ordin.  of  France,  A.  D.  1584 ;  lb.  p.  105 ;  Treaty  Henry  7,  and 
Charles  8 ;  lb.  p.  83,  and  Rob.  note,  lb.  105,)  the  jurisdiction  has  uni- 
formly belonged  to  the  admiralty ;  there  seems  very  strong  reason  to 
presume  that  it  always  constituted  an  ordinary  and  not  an  extraor- 
dinary branch  of  the  admiralty  powers ;  and  so  I  apprehend  it  was 
considered  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  Glass  et  al. 
V.  The  Betsey,  3  Dall.  6. 

However  this  question  may  be,  as  to  the  right  of  the  admiralty  to 
take  cognizance  of  mere  captures  made  on  the  land,  exclusively  by- 
land  forces,  as  to  which  I  give  no  opinion,  it  is  very  clear 
[  •  139  ]  that  its  jurisdiction  is  not  •confined  to  mere  captures  at  sea. 
The  prize  jurisdiction  does  not  depend  upon  locality,  but 
upon  the  subject-matter.  The  words  of  the  prize  commission  contain 
authority  to  proceed  upon  all  and  all  manner  of  captures,  seizures, 
prizes,  and  reprisals  of  all  ships  and  goods  that  are  and  shall  be  taken. 
Tlie  admiralty,  therefore,  not  only  takes  cognizance  of  all  captures 
made  at  sea,  in  creeks,  havens,  and  rivers,  but  also  of  all  captures 
made  on  land,  where  the  same  have  been  made  by  a  naval  force,  or 
by  cooperation  with  a  naval  force.  This  exercise  of  jurisdiction  ia 
settled  by  the  most  solemn  adjudications.  Key  and  Hubbard  v. 
Pearse,  cited  in  Le  Caux  v.  Eden,  Doug.  606 ;  Lindo  v.  Rodney, 
Doug.  613,  note ;  The  capture  of  The  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  2  Rob. 
274  ;  The  Stella  del  Norte,  5  Rob.  349 ;  The  Island  of  Trinidad,  5 
Rob.  92;  Thorshaven,  1  Edw.  102;  The  capture  of  Chrinsurah,  1 
Deten.  179 ;  The  Rebeckah,  1  Rob.  227 ;  The  Gertruyda,  2  Rob. 
211 ;  The  Maria  Fran^oise,  6  Rob.  282. 
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Such,  then,  being  the  acknowledged  extent  of  the  prize  jurisdiction 
of  the  admiralty,  it  is,  at  least  in  as  ample  an  extent,  conferred  on  the 
courts  of  the  United  States.  For  the  determination,  therefore,  of  the 
case  before  the  court,  it  is  not  necessary  to  claim  a  more  ample  juris- 
diction ;  for  the  capture  or  seizure,  though  made  in  port,  was  made 
while  the  property  was  water-borne.  Had  it  been  landed  and  re- 
mained on  land,  it  would  have  deserved  consideration  whether  it 
could  have  been  proceeded  against  as  prize,  under  the  admiralty  juris- 
diction, or  whether,  if  liable  to  seizure  and  condemnation  in  our 
courts,  the  remedy  ought  not  to  have  been  pursued  by  a  process 
appUcable  to  municipal  confiscations.  On  these  points  I  give  no 
opinion.  See  the  case  of  The  Oester  Eems,  cited  in  The  Two  Friends, 
1  Rob.  284,  note ;  Hale  de  Portubus  Maris,  &c.,  in  Harg.  Law  tracts, 
c.  28,  p.  245,  &c    Parker's  Rep.  267. 

Having  disposed  of  the  question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court, 
I  come  to  one  of  a  more  general  nature ;  namely.  Whether,  by  the 
modern  law  of  nations,  the  sovereign  has  a  right  to  confiscate  the 
debts  due  to  his  enemy,  or  the  goods  of  his  enemy  found  within  his 
territory  at  the  conmiencement  of  the  war.  I  might  spare  my- 
self the  consideration  of  the  question  as  to  debts  ;  but  as  it  ^has  [  *140  ] 
been  ably  argued,  I  will  submit  some  views  respecting  it, 
because  they  will  illustrate  and  confirm  the  docirine  applicable  to 
goods.  It  seems  conceded,  and  indeed  is  quite  too  clear  for  argu- 
ment, that,  in  former  times,  the  right  to  confiscate  debts  was  admit- 
ted as  a  doctrine  of  national  law.  It  had  the  countenance  of  the 
civil  law.  Dig.  lib.  41,  tit  1 ;  id.  lib.  49,  tit  15 ;  of  Grotius,  De  jure 
belli  et  pacis,  lib.  8,  c  2,  s.  2,  c.  6,  s.  2,  c.  7,  s.  3  and  4,  c.  13,  s.  1,  2 ; 
of  Puffendorf,  De  jure  Nat  et  Nat  lib.  8,  c.  6,  s.  23 ;  and  lastly  of 
Bynkershoek ;  Queest  Pub.  Juris,  Ub.  1,  c.  7 ;  who  is  himself  of  the 
highest  authority,  and  pronounces  his  opinion  in  the  most  explicit 
manner.  Down  to  the  year  1737,  it  may  be  considered  as  the  opin- 
ion of  jurists  that  the  right  was  unquestionable.  It  is,  then,  incum- 
bent on  those  who  assume  a  different  doctrine,  to  prove  that,  since 
that  period,  it  has,  by  the  general  consent  of  nations,  become  incorpo- 
rated into  the  code  of  public  law.  I  take  upon  me  to  say  that  no 
jurist  of  reputation  can  be  found  who  has  denied  the  right  of  confis- 
cation of  enemies  debts.  Vattel  has  been  supposed  to  be  the  most 
favorable  to  the  new  doctrine.  He  certainly  does  not  deny  the  right 
to  confiscate ;  and  if  he  may  be  thought  to  hesitate  in  admitting  it, 
nothing  more  can  be  gathered  from  it  than  that  he  considers  that,  in 
the  present  times,  a  relaxation  of  the  rigor  of  the  law  has  been  in 
practice  among  the  sovereigns  of  Europe.  Vattel,  lib.  3,  c  5,  s.  77. 
Surely,  a  relaxation  of  the  law  in  practice  cannot  be  admitted  to  con- 

VOL.   Ill  6 
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stitute  an  abolition  in  principle,  when  the  principle  is  asserted,  as  late 
as  1737,  by  Bynkershoek,  and  the  relaxation  shown  by  Vattel  in  1775. 
In  another  place,  however,  Vattel,  speaking  on  the  subject  of  repri- 
sals, admits  the  right  to  seize  the  property  of  the  nation  or  its  subjects 
by  way  of  reprisal,  and  if  war  ensues,  to  confiscate  the  property  so 
seized.  The  only  exception  he  makes,  is  of  property  which  has  been 
deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  nation,  and  intrusted  to  the  public  faith ; 
as  is  the  case  of  property  in  the  public  funds.  Vattel,  lib.  2,  c.  18,  s. 
342,  343,  344.  The  very  exception  evinces  pretty  strongly  the  opin- 
ion of  Vattel  as  to.thegeneral  rule.  Of  the  character  of  Vattel  as  a 
jurist,  I  shall  not  undertake  to  express  an  opinion.  That  he  has 
great  merit  is  conceded ;  though  a  learned  civilian.  Sir  James  Mac- 
intosh, informs  us  that  he. has  fallen  into  great  mistakes  in 
[  •  141  ]  important  "  practical  discussions  of  public  law."  *  Discourse 
on  the  law  of  nations,  p.  32,  note.  But  if  he  is  singly  to  be 
opposed  to  the  weight  of  Grotius  and  Puffendorf,  and,  above  all, 
Bynkershoek,  it  will  be  difficult  for  him  to  sustain  so  unequal  a  con- 
test I  have  been  pressed  with  the  opinion  of  a  very  distinguished 
writer  of  our  own  country  on  this  subject  Camillus,  No.  18  to  23, 
on  the  British  treaty  of  1794.  I  admit,  in  the  fullest  manner,  the 
great  merit  of  the  argument  which  he  has  adduced  against  the  con- 
fiscation of  private  debts  due  to  enemy  subjects.  Looking  to  the 
measure  not  as  of  strict  right,  but  as  of  sound  policy  and  national 
honor,  I  have  no  hesitation  to  say  that  the  argument  is  unanswerable. 
He  proves  incontrovertibly  what  the  highest  interest  of  nations  dic- 
tates with  a  view  to  permanent  policy :  but  I  have  not  been  able  to 
perceive  the  proofs  by  which  he  overthrows  the  ancient  principle.  In 
respect  to  the  opinion  of  Grotius,  quoted  by  him  in  No.  20,  as  indi- 
cating a  doubt  by  Grotius  of  his  own  principles,  I  cannot  help  think- 
ing that  the  learned  writer  has  himself  fallen  into  a  mistake.  Grotius, 
in  the  place  referred  to,  lib.  3,  c.  20,  s.  16,  is  not  adverting  to  the  right 
of  confiscation,  but  merely  to  the  general  results  of  a  treaty  of  peace. 
He  says  (s.  15,)  that,  after  a  peace,  no  action  lies  for  damages  done  in 
the  war ;  but  (s.  16,)  that  debts  due  before  the  war  are  not,  by  the  mere 
operations  of  the  war,  released,  but  remain  suspended  during  the  war, 
and  the  right  to  recover  them  revives  at  the  peace.  It  is  impossible 
to  doubt  the  meaning  of  Grotius,  when  the  preceding  and  succeeding 
sections  are  taken  in  connection.  Grotius,  therefore,  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  himself,  nor  is  "  Bynkershoek  more  inconsistent ; "  for  the 
latter  explicitly  avows  the  same  doctrine,  but  considers  it  inapplicable 
to  debts  confiscated  during  the  war ;  for  these  are  completely  extin- 
guished.   Bynk.  Queest  Pub.  Juris,  c.  7. 

It  is  supposed  by  the  same  learned  writer,  that  the  principle^of 
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confiscating  debts  had  been  abandoned  for  more  than  a  century. 
That  the  practice  was  intermitted,  is  certainly  no  very  clear  proof  of 
an  abandonment  of  the  principle.  Motives  of  policy  and  the  general 
interests  of  commerce  may  combine  to  induce  a  nation  not  to  enforce 
its  sizict  rights,  but  it  ought  not  therefore  to  be  construed  to  release 
them.  It  may,  however,  be  well  doubted  if  the  practice  is 
quite  so  uniform  as  it  is  *  supposed.  The  case  of  the  Sile-  [  *  142  ] 
sia  loan,  which  exercised  the  highest  talents  of  the  English 
nation,  is  an  instance  to  the  contrary,  almost  within  half  a  century, 
(in  1752.)  In  the  very  elaborate  discussions  of  national  law  to  which 
that  case  gave  birth,  there  is  not  the  slightest  intimation  that  the  law 
of  nations  prohibited  a  sovereign  from  confiscating  debts  due  to  his 
enemies,  even  where  the  debts  were  due  from  the  nation ;  though 
there  is  a  very  able  statement  of  its  injustice  in  that  particular  case : 
and  the  English  memorial  admits  that  when  sovereigns  or  States 
borrow  money  from  foreigners,  it  is  very  commonly  expressed  in  the 
contract,  that  it  should  not  be  seized  as  reprisals,  or  in  case  of  war. 
Now  it  strikes  me  that  this  very  circumstance  shows  in  a  strong  light 
the  general  opinion  as  to  the  ordinary  right  of  confiscation.  The 
stipulations  of  particular  treaties  of  the  United  States  have  been 
cited,  in  corroboration  of  their  general  doctrine,  by  the  claimant's 
counsel  These  treaties  certainly  show  the  opinion  of  the  govern- 
ment as  to  the  impolicy  of  enforcing  the  right  of  confiscation  against 
debts  and  actions.  See  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  1794,  art  10; 
with  France  1778,  art  20;  with  Holland,  8th  October,  1782,  art.  18; 
with  Prussia,  11th  July,  1799,  art  23;  with  Morocco,  1787,  art  24. 
But  I  cannot  admit  them  to  be  evidence  for  the  purpose  for  which 
they  have  been  introduced.  It  may  be  argued  with  quite  as  much  if 
not  greater  force,  that  these  stipulations  imply  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  general  right  of  confiscation,  and  provide  for  a  liberal  relaxa- 
tion between  the  parties.  I  hold,  with  Bynkershoek,  (Queest  Pub. 
Jur.  c.  7,)  that  where  such  treaties  exist,  they  must  be  observed; 
where  there  are  none,  the  general  right  prevails.  It  has  been  further 
supposed,  that  the  common  law  of  England  is  against  the  right  of 
confiscating  debts ;  and  the  declaration  of  Magna  Charta,  c.  30,  has 
been  cited  to  show  the  liberal  views  of  the  British  constitution.  This 
declaration,  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  the  present  purpose,  is  as  fol- 
lows :  **  If  they  (that  is,  foreign  merchants,)  be  of  a  land  making  war 
against  us,  and  be  found  in  our  realm  at  the  beginning  of  the  war,  they 
shall  be  attached  without  harm  of  body  or  goods  (rerum)  until  it 
be  known  unto  us,  or  our  chief  justice,  how  our  merchants  be  en- 
treated, then  in  the  land  making  war  against  us,  and  if  our  mer- 
chants be  well  entreated  there,  theirs  shall  be  likewise  with  us."    I 
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[  *  143  ]  *  quote  the  translation  of  Loid  Coke,  (2  Inst  57.)  This 
would  certainly  seem  to  be  a  very  liberal  provision ;  and  if 
its  true  construction  applied  to  all  property  and  persons,  as  well 
transiently  in  the  country  as  domiciled  and  fixed  there,  it  would  cer- 
tainly be  entitled  to  all  tiie  encomiums  which  it  has  received.  M on- 
tesq.  Spirit  of  Laws,  Ub.  20,  c  14.  How  far  it  is  now  considered  as 
binding,  in  relation  to  vessels  and  goods  found  within  the  realm  at 
the  conunencement  of  the  war,  I  shall  hereafter  consider.  It  will  be 
observed,  however,  that  this  article  of  Magna  Charta,  does  not  pro- 
tect the  debts  or  property  of  foreigners  who  are  without  the  realm :  it 
is  confined  to  foreigners  within  the  realm  upon  the  public  faith  on 
the  breaking  out  of  the  war.  Now  it  seems  to  be  the  established 
rule  of  the  common  law,  that  all  choses  in  action,  belonging  to  an 
enemy,  are  forfeitable  to  the  crown ;  and  that  the  crown  is  at  liberty, 
at  any  time  during  the  war,  to  institute  a  process,  and  thereby  ap- 
propriate them  to  itsel£  This  was  the  doctrine  of  the  year  books, 
and  stands  confirmed  by  the  solenm  decision  of  the  Exchequer,  in  the 
Attorney-General  v.  Weeden,  Parker's  Rep.  267.  Maynard's  Edw.  2, 
cited  ibid.  It  is  a  prerogative  of  the  crown  which,  I  admit,  has  been 
very  rarely  enforced,  (see  Lord  Alvanley's  observations  in  Furtado 
V.  Rodgers,  3  Bos.  and  PuL  191,)  but  its  existence  cannot  admit  of  a 
legal  doubt  On  a  review  of  authorities,  I  am  entirely  satisfied  that, 
by  the  rigor  of  the  law  of  nations  and  of  the  common  law,  the  .sove- 
reign of  a  nation  may  lawfully  confiscate  the  debts  of  his  enemy, 
during  war,  or  by  way  of  reprisal :  and  I  will  add,  that  I  think  this 
opinion  fully  confirmed  by  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  in 
Ware  v.  Hylton,  3  Dall.  199,  where  the  doctrine  was  explicitly 
asserted  by  some  of  the  judges,  reluctantly  admitted  by  others,  and 
denied  by  none. 

^  In  respect  to  the  goods  of  an  enemy  found  within  the  dominions 
of  a  belligerent  power,  the  right  of  confiscation  is  most  amply  admit- 
ted by  Grotius,  and  PufTendorf,  and  Bynkershoek,  and  Burlamaqui, 
and  Rutherforth  and  Vattel.  See  Grotius,  and  Pufiendorf,  and  Byn- 
kershoek, nbi  supra;  and  Bynk.  Qu.  Pub.  Jur.  c  4,  and  6;  2  Bur- 
lam,  p.  209, 8. 12,  p.  219,  8.  2,  p.  221,  s.  11 ;  Ruth.  lib.  2,  c.  9,  p.  558  to 
573.  Such,  also,  is  the  rule  of  the  common  law.  Hale  in  Harg.  Law 
Tracts,  p.  245,  c.  18.  Vattel  has,  indeed,  contended,  (and 
[  *  144  ]  •in  this  he  is  followed  by  Azuni,  part  2,  c  4,  art  2,  s.  7,) 
that  the  sovereign  declaring  war,  can  neither  detain  the  per- 
sons nor  the  property  of  those  subjects  of  the  enemy  who  are  within 
his  dominions  at  the  time  of  the  declaration,  because  they  came  into 
the  country  upon  the  public  faith.  This  exception  (which,  in  terms, 
is  confined  to  the  property  of  persons  who  are  within  the  country) 
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seems  highly  reasonable  in  itself,  and  is  an  extension  of  the  role  in 
Magna  Charta.  But,  even  limited  as  it  is,  it  does  not  seem  followed 
in  practice :  and  Bynkershoek  is  an  authority  the  other  way,  Bynk. 
Quffist.  Pab.  Jur.  c.  2,  3,  7.  In  England,  the  provision  in  Magna 
Charta  seems,  in  practice,  to  have  been  confined  to  foreign  merchants 
domiciled  there ;  and  not  extended  to  others  who  came  to  ports  of 
the  realm  for  occasional  trade.  Indeed,  from  the  language  of  some 
authorities,  it  would  seem  that  the  clause  was  inserted,  not  so  much 
to  benefit  foreign  merchants,  as  to  provide  a  remedy  for  their  own 
subjects,  in  cases  of  hostile  injuries  in  foreign  countries.  (See  the 
opinion  of  C.  J.  Lee,  in  Key  v.  Pearse,  cited  Doug.  606,  607.)  How- 
ever this  may  be,  it  is  very  certain  that  Great  Britain  has  tmiformly 
seized,  as  prize,  all  vessels  and  cargoes  of  her  enemies  found  afloat  in 
her  ports  at  the  commencement  of  war.  Nay,  she  has  proceeded  yet 
fnrther,  and,  in  contemplation  of  hostilities,  laid  embargoes  on  foreign 
vessels  and  cargoes,  that  she  might,  at  all  events,  secure  the  prey.  It 
cannot  be  necessary  for  me  to  quote  authorities  on  this  point  In 
the  articles  respecting  the  droits  of  admiralty  in  1665,  there  is  d  very 
formal  recognition  of  the  rights  of  the  crown  to  all  vessels  and  cargoes 
seized  before  hostilities.  The  Rebeckah,  1  Rob.  227,  and  ibid.  230, 
note  (ff).  This  exercise  of  hostile  right — of  the  summum  juSy  is  so 
far,  indeed,  from  being  obsolete,  that  it  is  in  constant  operation,  and, 
in  the  present  hostilities,  has  been  applied  to  the  property  of  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  Of  a  similar  character,  is  the  detention 
of  American  seamen  found  in  her  service  at  thd  commencement  of 
the  war,  as  prisoners  of  war ;  a  practice  which  violates  the  spirit,  though 
not  the  letter,  of  Magna  Charta ;  and,  certainly,  can,  in  equity  and  good 
faith,  find  few  advocates.  Of  the  right  of  Great  Britain  thus  to  seize 
vessels  and  cargoes  found  in  her  ports  on  the  breaking  out 
of  war,  I  do  not  find  any  denial  in  authorities  which  are*  en-  [  *  145  ] 
titled  to  much  weight;  and  I,  therefore,  consider  the  rule  of 
the  law  of  nations  to  be,  that  every  such  exercise  of  authority  is  law- 
ful, and  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  sovereign  of  the  nation. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  congress  (for  with  them  rests  the 
sovereignty  of  the  nation  as  to  the  right  of  making  war,  and  declar- 
ing its  limits  and  efiects)  have  authorized  the  seizure  of  enemies^ 
property  afloat  in  our  ports.  The  act  of  the  18th  June,  1812,  c 
102,  is,  in  very  general  terms,  declaring  war  against  Great  Britain, 
and  authorizing  the  President  to  employ  the  public  forces  to  carry  it 
into  effect  Independent  of  such  express  authority,  I  think  that,  as 
the  executive  of  the  nation,  he  must,  as  an  incident  of  the  office, 
have  a  right  to  employ  all  the  usual  and  customary  means  acknow- 
ledged in  war,  to  carry  it  into  effect     And  there  being  no  limitation 

6* 
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in  the  act,  it  seems  to  follow  that  the  execntive  may  aathorize  the 
capture  of  all  enemies'  property,  wherever,  by  the  law  of  nations,  it 
may  be  lawfnlly  seized.  In  cases  where  no  grant  is  made  by  con- 
gress, all  such  captnres,  made  under  the  authority  of  the  executive, 
must  enure  to  the  use  of  the  government.  That  the  executive  is  not 
restrained  from  authorizing  captures  on  land,  is  clear  firom  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  He  may  employ  and  actually  has  employed  the 
land  forces  for  that  purpose ;  and  no  one  has  doubted  the  legality  of 
the  conduct  That  captures  may  be  made  within  oar  own  ports,  by 
commissioned  ships,  seems  a  natural  result  of  the  language,  of  the 
generality  of  expression  in  relation  to  the  authority  to  grant  letters 
of  marque  and  reprisal  to  private  armed  vessels,  which  the  act  does 
not  confine  to  captures  on  the  high  seas,  and  is  supported  by  the 
known  usage  of  Great  Britain,  in  similar  cases.  It  would  be  strange, 
indeed,  if  the  executive  could  not  authorize  or  ratify  a  capture  in  our 
own  ports,  unless  by  granting  a  commission  to  a  public  or  private 
ship.  I  am  not  bold  enough  to  interpose  a  limitation  where  congress 
have  not  chosen  to  make  one ;  and  I  hold  that,  by  the  act  declaring 
war,  the  executive  may  authorize  all  captures  which,  by  the  modem 
law  of  nations,  are  permitted  and  approved.  It  will  be  at  once  per- 
ceived, that  in  this  doctrine  I  do  not  mean  to  include  the  right  to 

confiscate  debts  due  to  enemy  subjects.  This,  though  a 
[  •  146  ]  strictly  *  national  right,  is  so  justly  deemed  odious  in  modem 

times,  and  is  so  generally  discountenanced,  that  nothing  but 
an  express  act  of  cdngress  would  satisfy  my  mind  that  it  ought  to 
be  included  among  the  fair  objects  of  warfare ;  more  especially  as 
our  own  government  have  declared  it  unjust  and  impolitic.  But  if 
congress  should  enact  such  a  law,  however  much  I  might  regret  it, 
I  am  not  aware  that  foreign  nations,  with  whom  we  have  no  treaty 
to  the  contrary,  could,  on  the  footing  of  the  rigid  law  of  nations,  com- 
plain, though  they  might  deem  it  a  violation  of  the  modern  policy. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  satisfied  that  congress  have  authorized  a  seiz- 
ure and  condemnation  of  enemy  property  found  in  our  ports  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  present  case.  And  the  executive  may  law- 
fully authorize  proceedings  to  enforce  the  confiscation  of  the  same 
property  before  the  proper  tribunals  of  the  United  States.  The  district 
attorney  is,  for  this  purpose,  the  proper  agent  of  the  executive,  and  of 
the  United  States.  From  the  character  and  duties  of  his  station,  he 
is  bound  to  guard  the  rights  of  the  United  States,  and  to  secure  their 
interests.  Whenever  he  choses  to  institute  proceedings  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States,  it  is  presumed,  by  courts  of  law,  that  he  has  the 
sanction  of  the  proper  authorities ;  and  that  presumption  will  avail, 
until  the  executive  or  the  legislature  disavow  the  proceedings,  and 
sanction  a  restoration  of  the  property. 
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I  have  taken  up  more  time  than  I  originally  intended,  in  discussing 
the  various  subjects  submitted  in  the  argument  An  apology  will  be 
found  in  their  extraordinary  importance.  If  I  shall  have  successfully 
shown  that  the  principles  of  prize  law,  as  admitted  in  England  and 
in  the  United  States,  have  the  sanction  of  the  principles  of  public 
law  and  public  jurists,  I  shall  not  regret  the  labor  that  has  been 
employed,  although,  in  this  particular  case,  I  may  pronounce  an 
erroneous  sentence. 

I  reverse  the  decree  of  the  district  court,  and  condemn  the  550 
tons  of  timber  to  the  United  States ;  subject,  however,  to  the  right 
of  the  owners  of  The  Emulous  to  a  reimbursement  of  their  actual 
charges  and  expenses  for  the  custody  of  the  property,  which  I  shall 
reserve  for  further  consideration ;  and  I  shall  order  the  said 
'property  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  brought  into  court  [  *  147  ] 
to  abide  the  further  order  of  the  court 

Such  is  the  opinion  which  I  had  the  honor  to  pronounce  in  the 
circuit  court ;  and  upon  the  most  mature  reflection,  I  adhere  to  it 
The  argument  in  this  court,  urged  on  behalf  of  the  claimant,  has  put 
in  controversy  the  same  points  which  were  urged  before  me.  But  as 
the  opinion  of  this  court  admits  many  of  the  principles  for  which  I 
contended,  I  shall  confine  my  additional  remarks  to  such  as  have  been 
overruled  by  my  brethren. 

It  seems  to  have  been  taken  for  granted  in  the  argument  of  coun- 
sel that  the  opinion  held  in  the  circuit  court  proceeded,  in  some  de- 
gree, upon  a  supposition  that  a  declaration  of  war  operates  per  se  an 
actual  confiscation  of  enemy^s  property  found  within  our  territory. 
To  me,  this  is  a  perfectly  novel  doctrine.  It  was  not  argued,  on 
either  side,  in  the  circuit  court,  and  certainly  never  received  the 
slightest  countenance  from  the  court  I  disclaim,  therefore,  any  in- 
tention to  support  a  doctrine  which  I  always  supposed  to  be  wholly 
untenable.  I  go  yet  further,  and  admit  that  a  declaration  of  war 
does  not,  of  itself,  import  a  confiscation  of  enemies'  property  within 
or  without  the  country,  on  the  land  or  on  the  high  seas.  The  title 
of  the  enemy  is  not  by  war  divestedj  but  remains  in  proprio  vigore 
until  a  hostile  seizure  and  possession  has  impaired  his  title.  All  that 
I  contend  for  is,  that  a  declaration  of  war  gives  a  right  to  confiscate 
enemies'  property,  and  enables  the  power  to  whom  the  execution 
of  the  laws  and  the  prosecution  of  the  war  are  confided,  to  enforce 
that  right  If,  indeed,  there  be  a  limit  imposed  as  to  the  extent  to 
which  hostilities  may  be  carried  by  the  executive,  I  admit  that  the 
executive  cannot  lawfully  transcend  that  limit ;  but  if  no  such  limit 
exist,  the  war  may  be  carried  on  according  to  the  principles  of  the 
modem  law  of  nations,  and  enforced  when,  and  where,  and  on  what 
property  the  executive  chooses. 
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In  no  act  whatsoever,  that  I  recollect,  have  congress  declared  the 
confiscation  of  enemies'  property.  They  have  authorized  the  Presi- 
dent to  grant  letters  of  marque  and  general  reprisal,  which 
[  *  148  ]  he  may  revoke  and  annul  *  at  his  pleasure ;  and  even  as  to 
captures  actually  made  under  such  commissions,  no  abso- 
lute title  by  confiscation  vests  in  the  captors,  until  a  sentence  of  con- 
denmation«  If^  therefore,  British  property  had  come  into  our  ports 
since  the  war,  and  the  President  had  declined  to  issue  letters  of 
marque  and  reprisal,  there  is  no  act  of  congress  which,  in  terms,  de- 
clares it  confiscated  and  subjects  it  to  condemnation.  If^  neverthe- 
less, it  be  confiscable,  the  right  of  confiscation  results  not  firom  the 
express  provisions  of  any  statute,  but  from  the  very  state  of  war, 
which  subjects  the  hostile  property  to  the  disposal  of  the  government. 
But  until  the  title  should  be  divested  by  some  overt  act  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  some  judicial  sentence,  the  property  would  unquestion- 
ably remain  in  the  British  owners,  and  if  a  peace  should  intervene,  it 
would  be  completely  beyond  the  reach  of  subsequent  condemnation* 

There  is,  then,  no  distinction  recognized  by  any  act  of  congress, 
between  enemies'  property  which  was  within  our  ports  at  the  com- 
mencement of  war,  and  enemies'  property  found  elsewhere.  Neither 
are  declared  ipso  facto  confiscated;  and  each,  as  I  contend,  axe 
merely  confiscable. 

I  will  now  consider  what,  in  point  of  law,  is  the  operation  of  the 
acts  of  congress  made  in  relation  to  the  present  war. 

The  act  of  18th  June,  1812,  c.  103,  declares  war  to  exist  between 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  and  authorizes  the  President 
of  the  United  States  to  use  the  land  and  naval  force  of  the  United 
States  to  carry  the  same  into  effect;  and  further  authorizes  him  to 
issue  letters  of  marque,  &c.,  to  private  armed  vessels,  against  the 
vessels,  goods,  and  effects  of  the  government  of  Great  Britain,  and 
the  subjects  thereof. 

The  Prize  Act  of  26th  June,  1812,  c  107,  confers  the  power  on 
the  President  to  issue  instructions  to  private  armed  vessds,  for  the 
regulation  of  their  conduct  The  act  of  6th  July,  1812,  c.  128, 
authorizes  the  President  to  make  regulations,  &c,  for  the  support 
and  exchange  of  prisoners  of  war.  The  act  of  6th  July,  1812, 
c.  129,  respecting  trade  with  the  enemy,  authorizes  the 
[•  149  ]  President  *  to  grant  passports  for  the  property  of  !6ritish 
subjects  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States  during  the 
space  of  six  months,  and  protects  certain  British  packets,  &c.,  with 
despatches,  from  capture.     The  act  of  3d  March,  1813,  c.  61,^  vests 

1  2  Stats,  at  Large,  829. 
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in  the  President  the  power  of  retaliation  for  any  violation  of  the  rules 
and  usages  of  civilized  warfare  by  Great  Britain. 

These  are  all  the  acts  which  confer  powers,  or  make  provisions 
touching  the  management  of  the  war.  In  no  one  of  them  is  there 
the  slightest  limitation  upon  the  executive  powers  growing  out  of  a 
state  of  war;  and  they  exist,  therefore, in  their  full  and  perfect  vigor. 
By  the  Constitution,  the  executive  is  charged  with  the  faithful  execu- 
tion of  the  laws ;  and  the  language  of  the  act  declaring  war  author- 
izes him  to  carry  it  into  effect  In  what  manner,  and  to  what  extent, 
shall  he  carry  it  into  effect?  What  are  the  legitimate  objects  of  the 
warfiore  which  he  is  to  wage  ?  There  is  no  act  of  the  legislature  de- 
fining the  powers,  objects,  or  mode  of  warfare ;  by  what  rule,  then, 
must  he  be  governed  ?  I  think  the  only  rational  answer  is  by  the  law 
of  nations  as  applied  to  a  state  of  war.  Whatever  act  is  legitimate, 
whatever  act  is  approved  by  the  law,  or  hostilities  among  civilized 
nations,  such  he  may,  in  his  discretion,  adopt  and  exercise ;  for  with 
him  the  sovereignty  of  the  nation  rests  as  to  the  execution  of  the 
law&  If  any  of  such  acts  are  disapproved  by  the  legislature,  it  is  in 
their  power  to  narrow  and  limit  the  extent  to  which  the  rights  of  war 
shall  be  exercised ;  but  until  such  limit  is  assigned,  the  executive 
most  have  all  the  right  of  modern  warfare  vested  in  him,  to  be  exer- 
cised in  his  sound  discretion,  or  he  can  have  none.  Upon  what  prin- 
ciple, I  would  ask,  can  he  have  an  implied  authority  to  adopt  one 
and  not  another  ?  The  best  manner  of  annoying,  injuring,  and  press- 
ing the  enemy,  must,  from  the  nature  of  things,  vary  under  different 
circumstances ;  and  the  executive  is  responsible  to  the  nation  for  the 
faithful  discharge  of  his  duty,  under  all  the  changes  of  hostilities. 

But  it  is  said  that  a  declaration  of  war  does  not,  of  itself,  import  a 
right  to  confiscate  enemies'  property  found  within  the  country  at  the 
commencement  of  war.  I  cannot  admit  this  position  in  the 
extent  in  which  it  is  •laid  down.  Nothing,  in  my  judgment,  [  *  150  ] 
is  more  clear  from  authority,  than  the  right  to  seize  hostile 
property  afloat  in  our  ports  at  the  commencement  of  war.  It  is  the 
settied  practice  of  nations,  and  the  modern  rule  of  Ghreat  Britain  her- 
self, applied  (as  appears  from  the  afi^davits  in  this  very  cause)  to 
American  property  in  the  present  war ;  applied,  also,  to  property  not 
merely  on  board  of  ships,  but  to  spars  floating  alongside  of  them —  I 
ftnrbear,  however,  to  press  this  point,  because  my  opinion  in  the  court 
below  contains  a  full  discussion  of  it. 

It  is  also  said  that  a  declamtion  of  war  does  not  carry  with  it  the 
right  to  confiscate  property  found  in  our  country  at  the  conmience- 
ment  of  war,  because  the  Constitution  itself,  in  giving  congress  the 
power  "  to  declare  war,  grant  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,  and 
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make  rales  conoerniog  captores  on  land  and  water,"  has  dearly  evinced 
that  the  power  to  declare  war  did  not,  ex  vi  ierminorum^  include  a 
right  to  capture  property  everywhere,  and  that  the  power  to  make  roles 
concerning  captures  on  land  and  water,  may  well  be  considered  as  a 
substantive  power  as  to  captures  of  property  within  our  own  teiritory. 
In  my  judgment,  if  this  argument  prove  any  thing,  it  proves  too 
much.  If  tiie  power  to  make  rules  respecting  captures,  &C.,  be  a  sub- 
stantive power,  it  is  equally  applicable  to  all  captnies,  wherever  made, 
on  land  or  on  water.  The  terms  of  the  grant  import  no  limitation  as 
to  place ;  and  I  am  not  aware  how  we  can  place  around  them  a  nar- 
rower limit  than  the  terms  import  Upon  the  same  construction,  the 
power  to  gmnt  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal  is  a  substantive  power ; 
and  a  declaration  of  war  could  not,  of  itself,  authorize  any  seizure 
whatsoever  of  hostile  property,  unless  this  power  was  called  into 
exercise.  I  cannot,  therefore,  yield  assent  to  this  argument.  The 
power  to  declare  war,  in  my  opinion,  includes  all  the  powers  incident 
to  war,  and  necessary  to  carry  it  into  effect  If  the  Constitution  had 
been  silent  as  to  letters  of  marque  and  captures,  it  would  not  have 
narrowed  the  authority  of  congress.  The  authority  to  grant  letters 
of  marque  and  reprisal,  and  to  regulate  captures,  are  ordinary  and 
necessary  incidents  to  the  power  of  declaring  war.  It  would  be  ut- 
terly ineffectual  without  them.     The  expression,  therefore,  of  that 

which  is  implied  in  the  very  nature  of  the  grant,  cannot 
[  *  151  ]  weaken  the  *  force  of  the  grant  itself.   The  words  are  merely 

explanatory,  and  introduced  ex  abundanti  cautela.  It  might 
be  as  well  contended,  that  the  power  '<  to  provide  and  maintain  a 
navy,"  did  not  include  the  power  to  regulate  and  govern  it,  because 
there  is  in  the  Constitution  an  express  provision  to  this  effect  And 
yet  I  suppose  that  no  person  would  doubt  that  congress,  independent 
of  such  express  provision,  would  have  the  power  to  regulate  and 
govern  the  navy ;  and  if  they  should  authorize  the  executive  "  to  pro- 
vide and  maintain  a  navy,"  it  seems  to  me  as  clear  that  he  must  have 
the  incidental  power  to  make  rules  for  its  government  In  truth,  it  is 
by  no  means  unfrequent  in  the  Constitution,  to  add  clauses  of  a  spe- 
cial nature  to  general  powers  which  embrace  them,  and  to  provide 
affirmatively  for  certain  powers,  without  meaning  thereby  to  negative 
the  existence  of  powers  of  a  more  general  nature.  The  power  to 
provide  "  for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare,"  could  hardly 
be  doubted  to  include  the  power  "  to  borrow  money ; "  the  power  "  to 
coin  money,"  to  include  the  power  "  to  regulate  the  value  thereof," 
and  the  power  "  to  raise  and  support  armies,"  to  include  the  power 
"  to  make  rules  for  the  government  and  regulation  "  thereof.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  affirmative  power  ^'  to  define  and  punish  piracies  and 
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felonies  committed  on  the  high  seas/^  has  never  been  supposed  to  ne- 
gative the  right  to  punish  other  offences  on  the  high  seas ;  and  con- 
gress have  actually  legislated  to  a  more  enlarged  extent  I  cannot, 
therefore,  persuade  myself  that  the  argument  against  the  doctrine  for 
which  I  contend,  is  at  all  affected  by  any  provision  in  the  Constitu- 
tioo. 

The  opinion  of  my  brethren  seems  to  admit  that  the  effect  of  hos- 
tilities is  to  confer  all  the  rights  which  war  confers ;  and  it  seems 
tacMy  to  concede,  that,  by  virtue  of  the  declaration  of  war,  the  execu- 
tive would  have  a  right  to  seize  enemies'  property  which  should  act- 
ually come  within  our  territory  during  the  war.  Certainly,  no  such 
power  is  given  directly  by  any  statute.  And  if  the  argument  be  cor- 
lectt  that  the  power  to  make  captures  on  land  or  water  must  be  ex- 
pressly called  into  exercise  by  congress,  before  the  executive  can,  even 
after  war,  enforce  a  capture  and  condemnation,  it  will  be  very 
difficult  to  support  the  concession.  Suppose  a  *  British  ship  [  *  152  ] 
of  war  or  merchant  ship  should  now  come  within  our  ports, 
there  is  no  statute  declaring  such  ship  actually  confiscated.  There 
is  no  express  authority  either  for  the  navy  or  army  to  make  a  capture 
of  her ;  and  although  the  executive  might  authorize  a  private  armed 
ship  so  to  do,  yet  it  would  depend  altogether  on  the  will  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  ship,  whether  they  would  so  do  or  not.  Can  it  be  possible 
that  the  executive  has  not  the  power  to  authorize  such  seizure  ?  And 
if  be  may  authorize  a  seizure  by  the  army  or  navy,  why  not  by  pri- 
vate individuals,  if  they  will  volunteer  for  the  purpose  ? 

The  act  declaring  war  has  authorized  the  executive  to  employ  the 
land  and  naval  force  of  the  United  States  to  carry  it  into  effect 
When  and  where  shall  he  carry  it  into  effect  ?  Congress  have  not 
declared  that  any  captures  shall  be  made  on  land ;  and  if  this  be  a 
substantive  pow;er,  not  included  in  a  declaration  of  war,  how  can  the 
executive  make  captures  on  land,  when  congress  have  not  expressed 
their  will  to  this  effect  ?  The  power  to  employ  the  army  and  navy 
might  well  be  exercised  in  preventing  invasion,  and  in  the  common 
defence,  without  necessarily  including  a  right  to  capture,  if  the  right 
to  capture  be  not  an  incident  of  war ;  and  upon  what  ground,  then, 
can  Hie  executive  plan  and  execute  foreign  expeditions  or  foreign 
captures  ?  Upon  what  ground  he  can  authorize  a  Canadian  cam- 
paign, or  seize  a  hostile  fort  or  territory,  and  occupy  it  by  right  of 
capture  and  conquest,  I  am  utterly  at  a  loss  to  perceive,  unless  it  be 
that  the  power  to  carry  the  war  into  effect,  gives  every  incidental 
power  which  the  law  of  nations  authorizes  and  approves  in  a  state 
of  war.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  perceive  how  the  power  exists,  to  seize  and 
capture  enemy's  property  which  was  without  our  teiritory  at  the  com- 
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mencement  of  the  war,  and  not  the  power  to  seize  that  which  was 
within  our  territory  at  the  same  period  Neither  are  expressly  given 
nor  denied,  (except  as  to  private  armed  ships,)  and  how  can  either  bQ 
assumed  except  as  an  incident  of  war,  acknowledged  upon  national 
and  public  principles  ?  It  may  be  suggested  that  the  executive,  ''  as 
commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy,"  has  the  power  to  make 
foreign  conquests.  But  this  is  utterly  inadmissible,  if  the  right 
[  •  153  ]  to  authorize  captures  resides  as  a  substantive  power  in  •  con- 
gress, and  does  notfoUow  as  an  incident  of  a  declaration  of 
war,  and  certainly  the  rights  of  the  "commander-in-chief"  must  be 
restrained  to  such  acts  as  are  allowed  by  the  laws.  Besides,  the  same 
difficulty  meets  us  here  as  in  the  former  case ;  if  his  powers,  as  com- 
mander-in-chief, authorizes  him  to  make  captures  without  the  territory, 
why  not  within  the  territory  ? 

The  acts  respecting  alien  enemies  and  prisoners  of  war,  have  been 
supposed,  even  in  a  state  of  actual  war,  to  confer  new  pow^s  on  the 
executive.  I  cannot  accede  to  the  inference  in  the  extent  to  which  it 
is  claimed.  In  general,  these  acts  may  be  deemed  mere  regulations 
of  war,  limiting  and  directing  the  discretion  of  the  executive ;  and  it 
cannot  be  doubted  that  congress  had  a  perfect  right  to  prescribe 
such  regulations.  To  regulate  the  exercise  of  the  rights  of  war  as 
to  enemies,  does  not,  however,  imply  that  such  rights  have  not  an 
independent  existence.  Besides,  it  is  clear  that  the  act  respecting 
alien  enemies  applies  only  to  aliens  resident  within  the  country.; 
and  not  to  the  property  of  aliens,  who  are  not  so  resident.  I 
might  answer,  in  the  same  manner,  the  argument  drawn  from  the 
act  of  6th  July,  1812,  c.  129,  s.  4,  and  the  act  of  3d  of  March,  1813, 
c.  203.  But  even  admitting  that  these  acts  did  confer  some  new 
powers,  still,  as  these  powers  do  not  respect  the  present  case,  I  can- 
not consider  them  as  affording  even  a  legislative  implication  against 
the  existence  of  the  powers  for  which  I  contend. 

It  has  been  supposed  that  my  opinion  assumes  for  its  basis  the 
position,  that  modem  usage  constitutes  a  rule  which  acts  directly  on 
the  thing  itself  by  its  own  force,  and  not  through  the  sovereign  power. 
Certainly,  I  do  not  admit  this  supposition  to  be  correct  My  argu- 
ment proceeds  upon  the  ground,  that  when  the  legislative  authority, 
to  whom  the  right  to  declare  war  is  confided,  has  declared  war  in  its 
most  unlimited  manner,  the  executive  authority,  to  whom  the  execu- 
tion of  the  war  is  confided,  is  bound  to  carry  it  into  ejifect  He  has  a 
discretion  vested  in  him,  as  to  the  manner  and  extent ;  but  he  cannot 
lawfully  transcend  the  rules  of  warfare  established  among  civilized 
nations.  He  cannot  lawfully  exercise  powers  or  authorize  proceed- 
ings which  the  civilized  world  repudiates  and  disclaims. 
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The  Bovereignty^  *  as  to  declaring  war  and  limiting  its  [  *  154  ] 
effects,  rests  with  the  legislature*  The  sovereignty,  as  to 
its  execution,  rests  with  the  President  If  the  legislature  do  not  limit 
the  nature  of  the  war,  all  the  regulations  and  rights  of  general  war 
attach  npon  it  I  do  not,  therefore,  contend  that  modem  usage  of 
nations  constitutes  a  rule  acting  on  enemies'  property,  so  as  to  pro- 
duce confiscation  of  itself^  and  not  through  the  sovereign  power ;  on 
the  contrary,  I  consider  enemies'  property  in  no  case  whatsoever  con- 
fiscated by  the  mere  declaration  of  war ;  it  is  only  liable  to  be  confis- 
cated at  the  discretion  of  the  sovereign  power  having  the  conduct  and 
execution  of  the  war.  The  modern  usage  of  nations  is  resorted  to 
merely  as  a  limitation  of  this  discretion,  not  as  confeiring  the  author- 
ity to  exercise  it  The  sovereignty  to  execute  it  is  supposed  already 
to  exist  in  the  President,  by  the  very  terms  of  the  Constitution ;  and  I 
would  again  ask,  if  this  general  power  to  confiscate  enemies'  pro- 
perty does  not  exist  in  the  executive,  to  be  exercised  in  his  discretion, 
how  is  it  possible  that  he  can  have  authority  to  seize  and  confiscate 
any  enemies'  property  coming  into  the  country  since  the  war,  or  found 
in  the  enemies'  territory?  Yet,  I  understood  the  opinion  of  my  bre- 
thren to  proceed  upon  the  tacit  acknowledgment  that  the  executive 
may  seize  and  confiscate  such  property,  imder  the  circumstances 
which  I  have  stated. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  still  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  was  correct,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

It  is  due,  however,  to  myself  to  state  that,  at  the  trial  in  the  circuit 
court,  it  was  agreed  that  the  timber  had  always  been  afloat  on  tide 
waters ;  and  the  affidavit  by  which  it  is  proved  to  have  rested  on  land 
at  low  tide,  was  not  taken  until  after  the  hearing  and  decision  of  the 
cause. 

In  the  opinion  which  I  have  expressed,  I  am  authorized  to  state 
timt  I  have  the  concurrence  of  one  of  my  brethren. 


•  The  Rapid,  Perry,  Master.  [  •155  ] 

8  C.  155.  H'C   ^  '^'' 

After  a  d«claration  of  war,  an  American  dtizen  cannot  lairfnlly  send  a  ressel  to  the  enemy's ',  ,yy    / «? 

ooimtry  to  bring  away  his  property.  '  \  '\         .  ^; . 

Intercourse  and  not  merely  trading  is  forbidden.  ^    ''   \t  . 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court,  for  the ^\  /  4  ^-^  / 
district  of  Massachusetts.  ^^^,      ,f  "  / 

VOL.  III.  7  '^^.     ^r  ':■ 
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The  material  fEK^ts  in  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

Harper  J  for  Hanifion,  claimant  of  the  cargo. 

Pitffum  and  Pinknepy  for  the  captors. 

[  *159  ]      *  Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
lows:— 

This  capture  was  made  on  the  high  seas,  about  a  month  after  the 
declaration  of  war.  The  claimant,  Harrison,  had  purchased  a  quan-^ 
tity  of  English  goods  in  England,  ^  a  long  time,"  to  use  his  own 
language,  before  the  declaration  of  war,  and  deposited  them  on  a 
small  island,  called  Indian  Island,  near  to  the  line  between  Nova 
.Scotia  and  these  States.  Upon  the  breaking  out  of  the  war,  his 
agents  in  Boston  hired  The  Rs^id,  a  licensed  vessel  in  the  cod-fishery, 
to  proceed  to  the  place  of  deposit,  and  tning  away  these  goods.  On 
her  return,  she  was  captured  by  The  Jefferson  pcivateer,  and  was 

condemned  for  trading  with  the  enemy's  Qountry. 
[  *  160  ]  •  On  the  argument,  it  was  contended,  in  behalf  of  the 
appellant,  that  this  was  not  a  trading  within  the  meaning 
of  the  cases  cited  to  support  the  condemnation ;  that,  on  the  breaking 
out  of  a  war,  every  citizen  had  a  right,  and  it  was  the  interest  of  the 
community  to  permit  her  citizens,  to  withdraw  property  lying  in  an 
enemy's  country,  and  purchased  before  the  war ;  finally,  that  neither 
the  declaration  of  war,  nor  the  commission  of  the  privateer,  author- 
ized the  capture  of  this  vessel  and  cargo,  as  they  were,  in  fact,  Ame- 
rican property. 

It  is  understood  that  the  claim  of  the  United  States  for  the  forfeit- 
ure is  not  now  interposed.  The  court,  therefore,  enters  upon  this 
consideration  unembarrassed  by  a  claim  which  would  otherwise  ride 
over  every  question  now  before  us. 

This  is  the  first  case,  since  its  organization,  in  which  this  court  has 
been  called  upon  to  assert  the  rights  of  war  against  the  property  of  a 
citizen.  It  is  with  extreme  hesitation,  and  under  a  deep  sense  of  the 
delicacy  of  the  duty  which  we  are  called  upon  to  discharge,  that  we 
proceed  to  adjudge  the  forfeiture  of  private  right,  upon  principles  of 
public  law  highly  penal  in  their  nature,  and  unfortunately  too  little 
understood. 

But  a  new  state  of  things  has  occurred — a  new  character  has  been 
assumed  by  this  nation,  which  involves  it  in  new  relations,  and  confers 
on  it  new  rights ;  which  imposes  a  new  class  of  obligations  on  our 
citizens,  and  subjects  them  to  new  penalties. 
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The  nature  and  conseqaences  of  a  state  of  war  most  direct  us  to 
the  conclusions  which  we  are  to  form  on  tills  case. 

On  this  point  there  is  really  no  difference  of  opinion  among  jurists : 
there  can  be  none  among  those  who  will  distinguish  between  what 
it  is  in  itself,  and  what  it  ought  to  be  under  the  influence  of  a  benign 
morality  and  the  modem  practice  of  civilized  nations. 

In  the  state  of  war,  nation  is  known  to  nation  only  by  their  armed 
extenor;  each  threatening  the  other  with  conquest  or  anni- 
hilation.    The  individuals  who  *  compose  the  belligerent  [  *  161  ] 
States,  exist,  as  to  each  other,  in  a  state  of  utter  occlusion. 
If  they  meet,  it  is  only  in  combat. 

War  strips  man  of  his  social  nature ;  it  demands  of  him  the  sup- 
pression of  those  sympathies  which  claim  man  for  a  brother ;  and 
accustoms  the  ear  of  humanity  to  hear  with  indifference,  perhaps 
exultation,  ^  that  thousands  have  been  slain." 

These  are  not  the  gloomy  reveries  of  the  bookman.  From  the  ear- 
liest  time  of  which  historians  have  written  or  poets  imagined^  the 
victor  conquered  but  to  slay,  and  slew  but  to  triumph  over  the  body 
of  the  vanquished.  Even  when  philosophy  had  done  all  that  philo- 
sophy oonld  do  to  soften  the  nature  of  man,  war  continued  the  glsp 
diatorian  combat ;  the  vanquished  bled  wherever  caprice  pronounced 
h^  fiat.  To  the  benign  influence  of  the  Christian  religion  it  remain- 
ed to  shed  a  few  faint  rays  upon  the  gloom  of  war ;  a  feeble  light,  but 
barely  suflicient  to  disclose  its  horrors.  Hence,  many  rules  have  been 
introduced  into  modem  warfare,  at  which  humanity  must  rejoice,  but 
which  owe  their  existence  altogether  to  mutual  concessions,  and  con- 
fltitnte  so  many  voluntary  relinquishments  of  the  rights  of  war.  To 
understand  what  it  is  in  itself,  and  what  it  is  under  the  influence 
of  modem  practice,  we  have  but  too  many  opportunities  of  compar- 
ing the  habits  of  savage,  with  those  of  civilized  warfare. 

On  the  subject  which  particularly  afBscts  this  case,  there  has  been 
no  general  relaxation.  The  universal  sense  of  nations  has  acknow- 
ledged the  demoralizing  effects  that  would  result  from  the  admission 
of  individual  intercourse.  The  whole  nation  are  embarked  in  one 
common  bottom,  and  must  be  reconciled  to  submit  to  one  common 
fate.  Every  in<Uvidual  of  the  one  nation  must  acknowledge  every 
individual  of  the  other  nation  as  his  own  enemy — ^because  the  enemy 
of  his  country.  It  is  not  necessary  to  quote  the  authorities  on  this 
subject ;  they  are  numerous,  explicit,  respectable,  and  have  been  ably 
conunented  upon  in  the  argument. 

But,  after  deciding  what  is  the  duty  of  the  citizen,  the  question 
occurs,  what  is  the  consequence  of  a  breach  of  that  duty  ? 
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[  *  162  ]  *  The  law  of  prize  is  part  of  the  law  of  nations.  In  it,  a 
hostile  character  is  attached  to  trade,  independently  of  the 
character  of  the  trader  who  pursues  or  directs  it.  Condemnation  to 
the  use  of  the  captor  is  equally  the  fate  of  the  property  of  the  belli- 
gerent, and  of  the  property  found  engaged  in  anti-neutral  trade.  But 
a  citizen  or  aUy  may  be  engaged  in  a  hostile  trade,  and  thereby 
involve  his  property  in  the  fate  of  those  in  whose  cause  he  em- 
barks. 

This  liability  of  the  property  of  a  citizen  to  condemnation  as  prize 
of  war,  may  be  likewise  accounted  for  under  other  considerations. 
Every  thing  that  issues  from  a  hostile  country  is,  primd  facie j  the  pro- 
perty of  the  enemy ;  and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  claimant  to  sup- 
port the  negative  of  the  proposition.  But  if  the  claimant  be  a  citizen 
or  an  ally  at  the  same  time  that  he  makes  out  his  interest,  he  con- 
fesses the  commbsion  of  an  offence  which,  under  a  well  known  rule 
of  the  civil  law,  deprives  him  of  his  right  to  prosecute  his  claim. 

This  doctrine,  however,  does  not  rest  upon  abstract  reason.  It  is 
supported  by  the  practice  of  the  most  enlightened  (perhaps  we  may 
say  of  aU)  commercial  nations.  And  it  affords  us  full  confidence  in 
our  decision,  that  we  find,  upon  recurring  to  the  records  of  the  court 
of  appeals  in  prize  cases  established  during  the  revolutionary  war, 
that,  in  various  cases,  it  was  reasoned  upon  as  the  acknowledged  law 
of  that  court  Certain  it  is  that  it  was  the  law  of  England  before 
the  Revolution,  and  therefore  constitutes  a  part  of  the  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  conferred  on  this  court,  in  pursuance  of  the 
Constitution. 

After  taking  this  general  view  of  the  principal  doctrine  on  this  sub- 
ject, we  will  consider  the  points  made  in  behalf  of  the  claimant  in 
this  case,  and, 

1.  Whether  this  was  a  trading,  in  the  eye  of  the  prize  law,  such  as 
will  subject  the  property  to  capture  ? 

The  force  of  the  argument,  on  this  point,  depends  upon  the  terms 
made  use  of.  If  by  trading,  in  prize  law,  was  meant  that  significa- 
tion of  the  term  which  consists  in  negotiation  or  contract,  this  case 
would  certainly  not  come  under  the  penalties  of  the  rule.  But  the 
object,  policy,  and  spirit  of  the  rule  is  to  cut  off  all  commu- 
[  *  163  ]  nication  or  *  actual  locomotive  intercourse  between  indivi- 
duals of  the  beUigerent  States.  Negotiation  or  contract 
has,  therefore,  no  necessary  connection  with  the  offence.  Intercourse 
inconsistent  with  actual  hostility,  is  the  offence  against  which  the 
operation  of  the  rule  is  directed ;  and  by  substituting  this  definition 
for  that  of  trading  with  an  enemy,  an  answer  is  given  to  this 
argument 
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2.  Whether,  on  the  breaking  out  of  a  war,  the  citizen  has  a  right 
to  remove  to  his  own  country  with  his  property,  is  a  question  which 
we  conceive  does  not  arise  in  this 'case.  This  claimant  certainly  had 
not  a  right  to  leave  the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
home  his  property  from  an  enemy  country ;  much  less  could  he  claim 
it  as  a  right  to  bring  into  this  country  goods,  the  importation  of 
which  was  expressly  prohibited.  As  to  the  claim  for  the  vessel,  it  is 
founded  on  no  pretext  whatever;  for  the  undertaking,  besides  be- 
ing in  violation  of  two  laws  of  the  United  States,  was  altogether 
voluntary  and  inexcusable.  With  regard  to  the  importations  from 
Great  Britain  about  this  time,  it  is  well  known  that  the  forfeiture 
was  released  on  groxmds  of  policy  and  a  supposed  obligation  induced 
by  the  assurances  which  had  been  held  out  by  the  American  cha/rgS 
^affaires  m  England.    But  this  claimant  could  allege  no  such  excuse. 

3.  On  the  third  point,  wq  are  of  opinion  that  the  foregoing  obser- 
vations famish  a  sufficient  answer. 

If  the  right  to  capture  property  thus  offending,  grows  out  of  the 
state  of  war,  it  is  enough  to  support  the  condemnation  in  this  case, 
that  the  act  of  congress  should  produce  a  state  of  war,  and  that  the 
conmussion  of  the  privateer  should  authorize  the  capture  of  any 
property  that  shall  assume  the  belligerent  character. 

Such  a  character  we  are  of  opinion  this  vessel  and  cargo  took  up- 
on herself;  or  at  least,  she  is  deprived  of  the  right  to  prove  herself 
otherwise.  • 

We  are  aware  that  there  may  exist  considerable  hardship  in  this 
case ;  the  owners,  both  of  vessel  and  cargo,  may  have  been  uncon- 
scious that  they  were  violating  the  duties  which  a  state  of  war  im- 
posed upon  them.  It  does  not  appear  that  they  meant  a 
daring  violation  either  *  of  the  laws  or  belligerent  rights  of  [  *  164  ] 
their  country.  But  it  is  the  unenvied  province  of  this  court 
to  be  directed  by  the  head,  and  not  the  heart  In  deciding  upon 
principles  that  must  define  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  citizen  and 
direct  the  future  dedsions  of  justice,  no  latitude  is  left  for  the  exer- 
cise of  feeling. 

The  claim  of  the  United  States  was  afterwards  taken  up,  and 
argued  by 

Bmh^  attorney-general,  and  Harper^  for  the  United  States. 

PUrnan,  Jonesj  Irving^  and  Pinkney,  contra. 

•  For  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  foregoing  question,  [  *  168  ] 
respecting  the  claim  of  the  United  States,  under  the  Non- 
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Lit^conrse  Act,^  see  the  opinion  in  the  case  of  The  Sally,  delivered  by 
Story,  J^  8  C.  382,  in  which  the  court  decided  in  favor  of  the  captors. 

8  C.  169 ;  S82,  4S4,  451 ;  7  P.  586. 


[  *  169  ]  *  The  Alexander,  Picket,  Master. 

8  C.  169. 

/, ^-v  A  yessel,  owned  by  dtizens  of  the  United  Sutes,  sails  from  Naples,  in  the  jear  1812,  for 
'^      ^     the  United  States,  with  a  caigo  and  a  British  license  to  carrj  the  same  to  En^and. 

On  her  passage,  hearing  that  war -had  brok^i  ont  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States,  she  alters  her  coarse  for  England ;  is  captured  by  the  British,  carried  into  Ireland, 
libelled,  and  acquitted  npon  her  license ;  sells  her  caigo,  and,  after  a  detention  of  seven 
months  in  Ireland,  porchases  a  retom  cargo  in  LiverpooV  sails  for  the  United  States,  and 
is  captured  by  a  United  States*  privateer. 
Vessel  and  cargo  condemned  as  prize  to  the  captors. 
Capture  not  abandoned,  though  only  a  prize  master  put  on  board,  the  crew  being  Americans. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  durcmt  court  for  the 
district  of  Massachusetts. 

The  following  were  the  material  facts  in  the  case :  — 

The  brig  Alexander,  William  S.  Picket,  master;  sailed  from  Na- 
ples, on  the  22d  of  June,  1812,  with  a  cargo  of  brandy,  wine,  and 
cream  of  tartar,  with  a  British  license  to  carry  the  same  from  Naples 
to  England.  She  touched  at  Gibraltar,  and  there  left  her  deck-load, 
consisting  of  brandy,  and  sailed  from  thence  for  the  United  States. 
On  the  3d  of  August,  1812,  she  received  intelligence  of  the  war  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  and  changed  her  course 
for  England.  She  was  afterwards  captured  by  the  British,  and  sent 
into  Cork,  Ireland,  and  acquitted,  and  there  disposed  of  her  ca^o. 
After  seven  months  detention  in  Cork,  she  proceeded  to  Liverpool, 
in  ballast.  At  Liverpool,  she  took  in  the' cargo  in  question,  purchased 
by  Samuel  Welles,  one  of  the  claimants,  then  in  England,  with  the 
proceeds  of  the  cargo  brought  from  Naples,  and  sailed  from  Liver- 
pool for  Boston,  May  9, 1813.  On  the  2d  of  June,  following,  she 
was  captured  by  the  privateer  America,  John  Kehew,  commander, 
and  libelled,  as  prize,  in  the  district  of  Massachusetts. 

When  The  Alexander  sailed  from  Naples,  she  and  her  cargo  were 
owned,  one  half  by  the  claimants,  and  the  other  half  by  W.  and  S. 
Bobinson. 

The  master  on  his  examination  upon  the  standing  interrogatories, 

I  2  Stata.  at  Large,  518. 
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stated  that  the  vessel  belonged  to  J.  and  S.  Welles  and  W.  and  S. 
Robinson. 

He  also  stated  that,  on  his  airival  in  the  United  States,  he  delivered 
to  the  chief  clerk  of  J.  and  S.  Welles,  of  Boston,  bills  of  lading,  in- 
voices, and  letters  relating  to  the  vessel  and  goods.  These  papers 
were  never  produced  by  the  claimants. 

John  Welles,  of  Boston,  claims  the  vessel  and  cargo  •for  [  •  170  ] 
himself  and  Samuel  Welles,  alleging  that  Samuel  Welles, 
in  London,  purchased,  on  their  joint  account,  of  the  agent  of  W.  and 
S.  Robinson,  their  half  of  the  brig,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  Naples' 
cargo,  before  the  purchase  of  the  cargo  in  question.  The  United 
States,  also,  interposed  a  claim  to  the  vessel  and  cargo,  as  forfeited 
under  the  Non-Importation  Act.^ 

In  the  district  court,  the  claim  of  J.  and  S.  Wells  was  rejected, 
and  the  property  condemned  to  the  United  States.  From  this  decree 
the  captors  and  claimants  appealed. 

In  the  circuit  court,  the  property  was  condemned  to  the  captors. 
From  this  decree,  the  United  States  and  the  claimants  appealed. 

Rush^  attorney-general,  stated  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
government  to  interpose. 

Deoctefj  for  the  claimants. 

Pitman  and  Pinkney^  iat  the  captors. 

*  Mabshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  [  *  179  ] 
f(Aow8:  — 

The  principles  settled  in  the  case  of  The  Rapid  decide  this  cause 
so  &r  as  respects  the  character  of  The  Alexander  and  her  cargo.  In 
open  sea,  unpressed  by  any  peculiar  danger,  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  tile  war,  she  changes  her  course,  and  seeks  an  enemy's  port  If. 
such  an  act  could  be  justified,  it  were  vain  to  prohibit  trade  with  the 
enemy.  The  subsequent  traffic  in  the  enemy  country,  by  which  her 
retnm  cargo  was  obtained,  connects  itself  with  this  voluntary  sailing 
for  an  enemy  port ;  nor  does  the  circumstance  that  she  was  carried 
by  force  into  Ireland,  when  her  actual  destination  was  England, 
break  the  chain.  The  conduct  of  The  Alexander  is  much  less  to  be 
defended  than  that  of  The  Rapid. 

But  it  is  alleged  by  the  claimants,  that  in  this  case  there  was  no 
actual  capture.  This  allegation  cannot,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
be  sustained.     That  The  America  took  possession  of  The  Alexander, 
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with  the  intention  of  making  prize  of  that  part  of  her  cargo  which 
might  be  deemed  British,  is  not  controverted.  How  was  this  inten- 
tion to  be  executed  ?  how  was  this  part  of  the  cargo  to  be  libelled,  if 
it  was  not  captnred  ?  And  if  such  part  of  the  cargo  as  might 
eventually  be  British,  was  captured,  and  the  whole  remained  together 
in  the  vessel,  how  can  the  capture  be  considered  as  partial  ? 

But  it  has  been  truly  observed,  that  it  is  not  non-capture,  but 

abandonment,  for  which  the  complainants  in  fact  contend. 

[  *  180  ]      *  But  while  the  whole  cargo  remains  together,  claimed  by 

the  captor,  if  it  be  enemy  property,  how  can  any  part  of  it  be 

said  to  be  abandoned  ?  If  it  was  entirely  abandoned,  for  what  purpose 

was  one  of  the  crew  of  The  America  put  on  board  The  Alexander  ? 

The  inability  of  the  prize-master  to  secure  the  captured  vessel 
against  a  rescue,  should  one  be  attempted,  Ins  inability  to  l»ing  in 
the  vessel  without  the  aid  of  the  hands  belonging  to  her,  is,  in  rea- 
son, no  proof  of  abandonment  If  the  circumstances  of  the  captured 
vessel  be  such  as  to  do  away  all  apprehension  of  rescue,  and  inspire 
confidence  that  the  crew  will  bring  her  into  port,  no  reason  is  per- 
ceived why  the  property  of  the  captor  may  not  be  retained  as  well 
by  a  prize-master  alone,  as  by  a  considerable  detachment  firom  his 
crew.  The  cases  cited  to  this  point  by  the  counsel  for  the  captors 
are  entirely  satisfactory. 

With  as  little  reason  do  the  claimants  seek  to  shelter  themselves 
under  the  instructions  of  the  28th  of  August,  1812.  Those  instruc- 
tions apply,  in  express  terms,  to  such  America:n  vessels  as  have  sailed 
from  Great  Britain  for  the  United  States,  "  in  consequence  of  the 
alleged  repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council."  A  vessel  which 
sailed  while  those  orders  were  not  alleged  to  be  repealed,  cannot 
bring  herself  within  these  instructions. 

But  it  is  alleged  that  these  instructions  are  stiU  issued,  and  must 
mean  something.  Bather  than  ascribe  their  continuance  to  inatten- 
tion, the  counsel  for  the  claimants  would  give  them  a  construction  in 
direct  hostility  with  their  letter  and  spirit  Were  this  reasoning  even 
admitted  to  be  correct,  which  it  is  not,  it  would  become  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  be  astute  in  finding  some  object  to  which  they  might 
possibly  apply.  It  is  possible  though  certainly  it  is  barely  possible, 
that  some  vessels  which  sailed  firom  England  while  the  orders  of 
council  were  supposed  to  be  repealed,  may  not  yet  have  reached  the 
United  States.  It  would  be  more  reasonable  to  reserve  these  in- 
structions for  such  possible  case,  than  to  apply  them  to  cases  which 
can  neither  be  brought  within  their  words  nor  their  meaning. 

T%e  sentence  is  affirmed^  with  costs. 

8  C.  451. 
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•  The  JuliA)  Luce,  Master.  [  •  181  ] 

8  C.  181. 

The  sailing  on  a  Tojage  nnder  the  license  and  passport  of  protection  of  the  enemy,  in  fC/.  //>^/^  ^ 
fnrtherance  of  his  views  or  interests,  constitntes  sach  an  act  of  illegality  as  subjects  thOj^  i>i/   O^  ^^ 
ship  and  cargo  to  confiscation  as  prize  of  war.  ^,       ^  ^^^  /> 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Mas-/^^  *^ ' 
sachusetts.     The  case  is  fully  stated  la  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

D.  Davisj  fbr  the  claimants. 

Bush,  attorney-general,  for  the  United  States. 

•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol-  [  *  189  ] 
lows :  — 

*  The  facts  of  this  case,  and  the  grounds  upon  which  a  [  *  190  ] 
decree  of  condemnation  was  pronounced  in  the  circuit  court, 

folly  appear  in  the  opinion  of  that  court  which  accompanies  this 
record.  That  opinion  has  been  submitted  to  my  brethren,  and  a 
majority  of  them  concur  in  the  decree  of  condemnation,  upon  the 
reasons  and  principles  therein  stated.  It  is  not  thought  necessary  to 
repeat  those  reasons  and  principles  in  a  more  formal  manner ;  it  is 
sufficient  to  declare  as  the  result  of  them,  that  we  hold,  that  the  sail- 
ing on  a  Toyage  under  the  license  and  passport  of  protection  of  the 
enemy,  in  furthersmce  of  his  views  or  interests,  constitutes  such  an 
act  of  illegality,  as  subjects  the  ship  and  cargo  to  confiscation  as 
prize  of  war ;  and  that  the  facts  of  the  present  case  afford  irrefraga- 
ble evidence  of  such  act  of  illegality. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  therefore  affirmed,  with  costs. 

The  following  is  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  of  Massachu- 
setts, referred  to  in  the  foregoing  opinion. 

"The  Julia  and  cargo  were  captured,  as  prize,  by  the  United 
States'  frigate  Chesapeake,  commanded  by  Captain  Evans,  on  the 
3l8t  December,  1812.  From  the  preparatory  evidence  and  docu- 
ments, it  appears  that  she  sailed  from  Baltimore,  on  or  about  the  31st 
October,  1812,  bound  on  sL  voyage  to  Lisbon,  with  a  cargo  of  com, 
bread,  and  flour ;  and  the  capture  took  place  on  the  return  voy-age 
to  the  United  States.  'The  vessel  and  cargo  were  documented  as 
American,  and  as  owned  by  the  claimants,  who  are  American  citi- 
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zens.  The  vessel  had  on  board  sundry  documents  of  protection 
from  British  agents,  which  were  delivered  up  to  the  captors,  and, 
together  with  the  other  ship's  papers,  were  put  on  board  of  the  prize, 
in  the  custody  of  the  prize  master ;  and  these  documents  were  the 
unquestionable  cause  of  the  capture.  It  appears  that  the  American 
master  and  crew  were  left  on  board  the  prize,  and,  during  the  subse- 
quent voyage  to  the  United  States,  these  British  documents  were 
taken  from  the  custody  of  the  prize  master  surreptitiously,  and  without 

his  knowledge  as  to  the  time  or  manner ;  he  alleged  expressly 
[  •  191  ]  that  they  were  stolen,  and  this  allegation  seems  *  admitted 

by  the  master,  in  a  supplementary  affidavit,  who,  however, 
denies  any  knowledge  or  connection  in  the  transaction.  The  prize 
master  took  exact  copies  of  these  documents,  for  the  purpose  of  send- 
ing them  to  the  secretary  of  the  navy ;  which  copies  have  been  pro- 
duced in  court,  and  verified  by  his  affidavit  Ail  the  other  original 
documents  have  been  faithfully  produced.  tJpon  the  examination  of 
the  master  upon  the  standing  interrogatories,  on  the  18th  February, 
1812,  although  there  are  several  interrogatories,  and  particularly  the 
16th  and  27th,  which  point  directly  to  the  subject-matter^  he  did  not 
state  the  existence  of  any  British  document,  passport,  safeguard,  or 
protection ;  and,  what  is  quite  as  remarkable,  he  expressly  declared 
that  he  knew  not  upon  what  pretence  nor  for  what  reason  the  vessel 
and  cargo  were  captured.  It  was  not  until  after  the  time  assigned 
for  the  trial,  and  on  the  8th  of  March,  1813,  that  the  master,  by  a 
supplementary  affidavit,  (which  was  admitted  through  great  indul- 
gence, and  contrary  to  the  general  practice  of  prize  courts,)  attempted 
to  explain  his  omission,  and  to  vindicate  his  misconduct  The 
apology  is  equally  weak  and  futile.  At  the  time  when  these  examin- 
ations were  taken,  the  interrogatories  had  been  drawn  up  with  care 
and  deliberation.  The  commissioners  were  present  to  explain  to  the 
understanding  of  every  man  intent  on  truth,  the  meaning  of  any 
question  which  might  appear  obscure.  The  master  was  -a  part  owner 
of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  and  the  regular  depository  of  all  the  papers 
connected  with  the  voyage.  It  is  utterly  incredible  that  he  should 
not  recollect,  on  his  examination,  the  existence  of  these  British  docu- 
ments. They  were  put  on  board  for  the  special  safeguard  and  secu- 
rity of  the  vessel  and  cargo.  Indeed,  independent  of  them,  the  risk 
of  the  capture  wonld  have  been  imminent  A  master  can  never  be 
admitted  to  be  heard,  in  a  prize  court,  to  aver  his  ignorance  or  forget- 
fulness  of  the  documents  of  his  ship.  It  is  his  duty  to  know  what 
they  are ;  and  he  cannot  be  believed  ignorant  of  their  contents,  with- 
out overthrowing  all  the  presumptions  which  govern  in  prize  proceed- 
ings.    Looking  to  the  whole  conduct  of  the  master,  it  seems  to  be 
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iseconcilable  with  the  rules  of  morality  and  fair  dealing ;  ahd  I  have 
great  difficulty  in  exempting  him  from  the  imputation  of  being  guilty 
of  a  wilful  suppression  of  the  truth. 

*  At  the  hearing,  a  preliminary  objection  was  taken  to  the  [  •  192  J 
introduction  of  the  copies  of  the  British  documents,  upon 

the  ground  that  the  originals,  as  the  best  evidence,  6ught  to  be  pro- 
duced. The  rule  undoubtedly  applies  when  the  originals  are  in 
existence,  and  in  the  possession  or  control  of  the  party.  The  extra- 
ordinary disappearance  of  these  important  papers,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  I  can  have  little  doubt  was  occasioned  by  a 
fraudulent  subtraction.  There  is  no  reason  to  impute  this  subtrac- 
tion to  the  prize  master.  The  documents  were  to  him  a  very  impor- 
tant protection ;  they  constituted  the  avowed  reason  of  the  capture, 
as  the  mate  and  some  of  the  seamen  testify.  It  is  true  that  the 
master  has  declared  that  he  knew  not  the  pretence  of  capture  ;  but 
it  can  hardly  be  believed  that  he  could  be  ignorant  of  a  fact  which 
so  materially  affected  his  interest  I  feel  myself  bound  to  make 
very  unfavorable  inferences  against  him ;  and  if,  in  odium  spoKcUoriSj 
I  impute  the  subtraction  to  some  person  on  board  connected  with 
the  voyage,  and  in  the  confidence  of  the  master,  it  is  measuring  out 
no  injustice  to  one  who  appears  to  deem  misstatements  and  conceal- 
ments no  violent  breach  of  good  faith.  I  shall,  therefore,  admit  the 
copies,  verified  as  they  are,  as  good  evidence  in  these  proceedings ; 
and  I  will  add,  that  if  a  single  material  fact  in  favor  of  the  claimants 
had  depended  upon  the  supplementary  affidavit  of  the  master,  I 
ehoold  have  felt  myself  compelled  to  repudiate  it  in  order  to  vindi- 
cate the  regularity  of  prize  proceedings,  and  suppress  the  efforts  of 
fraud  to  derive  benefit  from  after  thoughts  and  contrivances.  These 
remarks  are  not  made  without  regret ;  but  pubUc  duty  requires  that 
manifest  aberrations  from  moral  propriety  should  not  receive  shelter 
in  this  court. 

Having  disposed  of  this  preliminary  objection,  I  now  proceed  to 
consider  the  two  questions  which  have  been  so  ably  discussed  in  this 
case. 

1st  Whether  the  use  of  an  enemy's  license  ot  protection,  on  a 
voyage  to  a  neutral  country  in  alliance  with  the  enemy,  be  illegal,  so 
as  to  affect  the  property  with  confiscation. 

24  If  not,  whether  the  terms  of  the  present  license  distinguish 
this  case  unfavorably  from  the  general  principle. 

•  The  British  documents  which  were  on  board,  and  which,  [  *  193  ] 
for  conciseness,  I  have  termed  a  license,  are  as  follows :  — 

1st  A  license  from  Admiral  Sawyer,  in  the  words  following :  — 
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"  By  Herbert  Sawyer,  Esq.,  vice-admiral  of  the  blue,  and 
[seal.]  commander-in-chief  of  his  Majesty's  ships  and  vessels  em- 
ployed and  to  be  employed  in  the  River  St  Lawrence,  along 
the  coast  of  Nova  Scotia,  the  islands  of  Anticosti,  Madelaine,  and 
Saint  John,  and  Cape  Breton  and  the  Bay  of  Fundy,  and  at  aad 
about  the  island  of  Bermuda,  or  Somers's  Islands,  &c.,  &c.,  &c 

<'  Whereas  Mr.  Andrew  Allen,  his  Majesty's  counsel  at  Boston,  has 
recommended  to  me  Mr.  Robert  Ewell,  a  merchant  of  that  place,  and 
well  inclined  towards  the  British  interest,  who  is  desirous  of  sending 
provisions  to  Spain  and  Portugal,  for  the  use  of  the  allied  armies  in 
the  Peninsula,  and  whereas  I  think  it  fit  atid  necessary  that  encour- 
agement and  protection  should  be  afforded  him  in  so  doing. 

^'  These  are,  therefore,  to  require  and  direct  all  captains  and  com- 
manders of  his  Majesty's  ships  and  vessels  of  war  which  may  fall  in 
with  any  American,  or  other  vessel  bearing  a  neutral  flag,  laden  with 
flour,  bread,  corn,  or  peas,  or  any  other  species  of  dry  provisions, 
bound  from  America  to  Spain  or  Portugal,  and  having  this  protection 
on  board,  to  suffer  her  to  proceed  without  unnecessary  obstruction  or 
detention  in  her  voyage ;  provided  she  shall  appear  to  be  steering  a 
due  course  for  those  countries,  and  it  being  understood  this  is  only 
to  be  in  force  for  one  voyage,  and  within  six  months  firom  the  date 
hereof. 

^  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  on  board  Ms  Majesty's  ship 
Centurion,  at  Halifax,  this  fourth  day  of  August,  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  twelve. 

"  H.  Sawyer,  Vtce-^AdmircUJ^ 

Bj  command  of  the  yice-admiral. 
William  Atbb. 

2d.  The  following  document  signed  by  Andrew  Allen :  "  To  the 
commanders  of  his  Majesty's  ships  of  war  or  of  private  armed  ships 
belonging  to  subjects  of  his  Majesty. 

"  Whereas,  from  the  consideration  of  the  great  importance  of  con- 
tinuing a  regular  supply  of  flour  and  other  dried  provisions  to  the 
allied  armies  in  Spain  and  Portugal,  it  has  been  deemed  expedient 
by  his  Majesty's  government,  that,  notwithstanding  the  hostilities  now 
existing  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  every  degree 
of  encouragement  and  protection  should  be  given  to  American  ves- 
sels laden  with  flour  and  other  dry  provisions,  and  bond  fide  bound 
to  Spain  or  Portugsd.  And  whereas,  in  furtherance  of  these  views 
of  his  Majesty's  government,  Herbert  Sawyer,  Esq.,  vice-admiral  and 
commander-in-chief  on  the  Halifax  station,  has  addressed  to  me  a 
letter  under  the  date  of  the  5th  of  August,  1812,  (a  copy  whereof  is 
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hereunto  annexed,)  wherein  I  am  instructed  to  furnish  a  copy  of  his 
letter,  certified  under  my  consular  seal,  to  every  American  vessel  so 
laden  and  bound,  destined  to  serve  as  a  perfect  safeguard  and  pro- 
tection of  such  vessel  in  the  prosecution  of  her  voyage.  Now,  there- 
fore, in  obedience  to  these  instructions,  I  have  granted  to  the  American 
brig  Julia,  Tristram  Luce,  master,  of  159  tons  burden,  now  lying  in 
the  harbor  of  Boston,  and  boxmd  to  Baltimore  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  in  a  cargo  of  flour  and  corn,  and  proceeding  thence  to  a  port 
in  Spain  or  Portugal,  not  under  French  domination,  the  annexed 
documents,  requesting  all  officers  commanding  his  Majesty's  ships  of 
war,  or  private  armed  ships  belonging  to  subjects  of  his  Majesty,  to 
give  the  said  vessel  all  due  assistance  and  protection  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  her  voyage  to  Spain  or  Portugal,  and  on  her  return  thence  to 
her  port  of  original  departure,  laden  with  salt  or  with  specie  to  the 
net  amount  of  her  outward  cargo,  or  in  ballast  only. 

<<  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  office  at 
[consular  seal.]     Boston,  this  eighteenth  day  of  September, 
1812. 

"Andrew  Allen, jun. 
His  Majesty's  QmsuU* 

•3d.  "A  copy  of  Admiral  Sawyer's  letters  to  A.  Allen,  referred  to 
in  the  preceding  document,  and  certified  under  the  consular  seal ;  as 
follows: — 

(COJPT.)  "  His  Majesty's  ship  Ceoturion, 

At  Halifax,  the  5th  of  Augnst,  1812. 

"  Sir,  I  have  fully  considered  that  part  of  your  letter  of  the  eight- 
eenth ultimo,  which  relates  to  the  means  of  insuring  a  constant  sup- 
ply of  flour  and  other  dried  provisions,  to  the  allied  armies  in  Spain 
and  Portugal,  and  to  the  West  India  Islands ;  and  being  aware  of 
the  importance  of  the  subject,  concur  in  the  proposition  you  have 
made.  I  shall,  therefore,  give  directions  to  the  commanders  of  his 
Majesty's  squadron  under  my  command,  not  to  molest  American 
vessels  imarmed  and  so  laden,  ^  bond  fide  ^  bound  to  British,  Portu- 
guese, or  Spanish  ports,  whose  papers  shall  be  accompanied  with  a 
certified  copy  of  this  letter  under  the  consular  seal 
"  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir, 

"  Your  most  obedient  humble  servant, 
«  H.  Sawtter,  Vtce-Admirai:^ 

To  Andiew  Allen,  Esq. 
his  Majesty's  consul  at  Boston. 
VOL.  III.  8 
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^  Office  of  his  Britannic  Majesty's  ConsnL 

^  I,  Andrew  Allen,  Jan.,  his  Britannic  majesty's  consul  for  the  States 
of  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and  Connecticut, 
hereby  certify  that  the  annexed  paper  is  a  true  copy  of  a  letter  ad- 
dressed to  me  by  Herbert  Sawyer,  Esq.,  vice-admiral  and  commander 
on  the  Halifax  station. 

^^  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  office,  at 

Boston,  in  the   State  of   Massachusetts,   this 

[consular  seal.]    eighteenth  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of 

our    Lord    one  thousand  eight   hundred    and 

twelve. 

"Andrew  Allen,  jun." 

[  •  193  ]  •  In  approaching  the  more  general  question  which  has  been 
raised  in  this  case,  I  am  free  to  acknowledge  that  I  felt  no 
inconsiderable  diffidence,  both  from  the  importance  of  the  question, 
and  the  different  opinions  which  eminent  jurists  have  entertained 
respecting  it  Nor  am  I  insensible,  also,  that  it  has  entered  some- 
what into  political  discussions,  and  awakened  the  applause  and  zeal 
of  some,  and  the  denunciations  of  others,  considered  merely  as  a  sub- 
ject of  national  policy,  and  not  of  legal  investigation.  It  has  now 
become  my  duty  to  examine  it ;  and,  whatever  may  be  my  opinion,  I 
feel  a  consolation  that  it  is  in  the  power  of  a  higher  tribunal  to  revise 
my  errors,  and  award  ample  justice  to  the  parties. 

At  the  threshold  of  this  inquiry,  I  lay  it  down  as  a  fundamental 
proposition,  that  strictly  speaking,  in  war,  all  intercourse  between  the 
subjects  and  citizens  of  the  belligerent  countries  is  illegal,  unless 
sanctioned  by  the  authority  of  the  government,  or  in  the  exercise  of 
the  rights  of  humanity.  I  am  aware  that  the  proposition  is  usually 
laid  down  in  more  restricted  terms  by  elementary  writers,  and  is  con- 
fined to  commercial  intercourse.  Bynkershoek  says  :  "  Ex  natura  belli, 
commercia  inter  hostes  cessare,  non  est  dubitandum.  Quamvis  nulla 
specialis  sit  commerciorum  prohibitio,  ipso  tamen  jure  belli  commer- 
cia esse  vetita,  ipssB  indictiones  bellorum  satis  declarant."  Bynk.  Q. 
J.  P.  book  1,  c.  3.  And  yet  it  seems  not  difficult  to  perceive  that  his 
reasoning  extends  to  every  species  of  intercourse.  Valin,  in  his  com- 
mentary on  the  French  ordinance,  speaking  of  the  reason  of  requir- 
ing the  name  and  domicile  in  a  policy,  says :  '^  Est  encore  de  connaitre, 
en  temps  de  guerre,  si  malgr^  I'interdiction  de  commerce,  qu'emporte 
toujours  toute  declaration  de  guerre,  les  sujets  du  Roi  ne  font  point 
commerce  avec  les  ennemis  de  I'Etat,  ou  avec  des  amis  ou 
[  •  194  ]  allies,  par  I'interposition  desquels  on  ferait  passer  aux  •en- 
nemis des  munitions  de  guerre  et  de  bouche,  ou  d'autres 
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effets  prohibes ;  car  tout  cela,  etant  defendu  comm6  pr^judiciable  a 
I'etat,  serait  sujet  a  confiscation,  et  a  etre  declare  de  bonne  prise." 
Lib.  ly  tit.  6,  art  3,  p.  31.  In  another  place,  adverting  to  a  case  of 
neutral,  allied,  and  French  property  on  board  an  enemy  ship,  &c.,  he 
declares  it  subject  to  confiscation,  because  "  C'est  favoris^r  le  com- 
merce de  I'ennemi  et  faciliter  le  transport  de  ses  denr^s  et  marchan- 
dises,  ce  qui  ne  pent  convenir  aux  traites.d'aUiance  on  de  neutralite, 
encore  moins  aux  sujets  du  Roi  auxquels  toute  communication  avec 
lennemi  est  etroitement  defendu  sur  peine  meme  de  la  vie."  Lib. 
3,  tit.  9,  art.  7,  p.  253.  And  Valin,  Traits  des  Prises,  chap.  5,  sec.  5, 
p.  62. 

From  this  last  expression,  it  seems  clear  that  Valin  did  not  under- 
stand the  interdiction  as  limited  to  mere  commercial  intercourse.  In 
the  elaborate  judgment  of  Sir  W.  Scott,  in  The  Hoop,  1  Rob.  165, 
196,  the  illegality  of  commercial  intercourse  is  fully  established  as  a 
doctrine  of  national  law ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  case  before 
him  required  a  more  extended  examination  of  the  subject  The  black 
book  of  the  culmiralty  contains  an  article  which  deems  every  inter- 
cocuBe  with  the  public  enemy  an  indictable  ofience.  This  article, 
which  is  supposed  to  be  as  old  as  the  reign  of  Edward  IIL  directs 
the  grand  inquest  ^  Soit  enquis  de  tous  ceux  qui  entrecommunent, 
vendent  ou  achetent  avec  aucuns  des  enemis  de  notre  Seigneur  le 
Roi  sans  license  special  du  Roi  ou  de  son  amiraL''  But,  independ- 
ent of  all  authority,  it  would  seem  a  necessary  result  of  a  state  of 
war  to  suspend  all  negotiations  and  intercourse  between  the  subjects 
of  the  belligerent  nations.  By  the  war,  every  subject  is  placed  in 
hostility  to  the  adverse  party.  He  is  bound  by  every  effort  of  his 
own  to  assist  his  own  government,  and  to  counteract  the  measures 
of  its  enemy.  Every  aid,  therefore,  by  personal  communication,  or 
by  other  intercourse,  which  shall  take  off  the  pressure  of  the  war,  or 
foster  the  resources,  or  increase  the  comforts  of  the  public  enemy,  is 
strictly  inhibited.  No  contract  is  considered  as  valid  between  ene- 
mies, at  least  so  far  as  to  give  them  a  remedy  in  the  courts  of  either 
government;  and  they  have,  in  the  language  of  the  civil  law,  no 
ability  to  sustain  a  persona  standi  injtuUcio.  The  ground 
upon  which  a  trading  with  the  enemy  •is  prohibited,  is  not  [  *  195  ] 
tile  criminal  intentions  of  the  parties  engaged  in  it,  or  the 
direct  and  immediate  injury  to  the  State.  The  principle  is  extracted 
from  a  more  enlarged  policy,  which  looks  to  the  general  interests  of 
the  nations,  which  rilay  be  sacrificed  under  the  temptation  of  unlim- 
ited intercourse,  or  sold  by  the  cupidity  of  corrupted  avarice.  In  the 
langnage  of  Sir  William  Scott,  I  would  ask :  "  Who  can  be  insensi- 
ble to  the  consequences  that  might  foUow,  if  every  person,  in  time 
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of  war,  had  a  right  to  carry  on  a  commercial  intercourse  with  the 
enemy,  and,  under  color  of  that,  had  the  means  of  carrying  on  any 
other  species  of  intercourse  he  might  think  fit?  The  inconyenience 
to  the  public  might  be  extreme ;  and  where  is  the  inconvenience  on 
the  other  side,  that  the  merchant  should  be  compelled,  in  such  a  situa- 
tion of  the  two  countries,  to  carry  on  his  trade  between  them,  (if  ne- 
cessary,) under  the  eye  an4  control  of  the  government  charged  with 
the  care  of  the  public  safety  ?  " 

Nor  is  there  any  difference  between  a  direct  intercourse  between 
the  enemy  countries,  and  an  intercourse  through  the  medium  of  a 
neutral  port  The  latter  is  as  strictly  prohibited  as  the  former.  4 
Rob.  65,  79.     The  Jonge  Pieter. 

It  is  argued  that  the  cases  of  trading  with  the  enemy  are  not  ap* 
pUcable,  because  there  is  no  evidence  of  actual  commerce ;  and  an 
irresistible  presumption  arises  from  the  nature  of  the  voyage  to  a 
neutral  port,  that  no  such  trade  is  intended.  If  I  am  right  in  the 
position,  that  all  intercourse,  which  humanity  or  necessity  does  not 
require,  is  prohibited,  it  will  not  be  very  material  to  decide  whether 
there  be  a  technical  commerce  or  not  But  it  is  clear,  beyond  all 
doubt,  that  no  inference  can  arise  of  an  actual  commerce?  The 
license  is  issued  by  the  agents  of  the  British  government,  and,  I  must 
presume,  under  its  authority.  It  is  sold  (as  it  is  stated)  in  the  mar- 
ket ;  and  if  it  be  a  valuable  acquisition,  the  price  must  be  propor- 
tionate. If  such  licenses  be  an  article  of  sale,  I  beg  to  know  in  what 
respect  they  can  be  distinguished  from  the  sale  of  merchandise  ?  If 
purchased  directly  of  the  British  government,  would  it  not  be  a  traffic 
with  an  enemy  ?  If  purchased  indirectly,  can  it  change  the 
[  •  196  ]  nature  of  the  transaction  ?  It  has  been  said  *  that  if  pur- 
chased of  a  neutral,  the  trade  in  licenses  is  no  more  illegal 
than  the  purchase  of  goods  of  the  enemy  fabric  bond  fide^  conveyed 
to  neutrals.  Perhaps  this  may,  under  circumstances,  be  correct ;  but 
I  do  not  understand  that  the  purchase  of  goods  of  enemy  manufac- 
ture, and  avowedly  belonging  to  an  enemy,  is  legalized  by  the  mere 
fact  of  the  sale  being  made  in  a  neutral  port  The  goods  must  have 
become  incorporated  into  the  general  stock  of  neutral  trade,  before  a 
belligerent  can  lawfully  become  a  purchaser.  If  such  licenses  be  a 
legitimate  article  of  sale,  will  they  not  enable  the  British  government 
to  raise  a  revenue  from  our  citizens,  and  thereby  add  to  their  resources 
of  war  ?  Admit,  however,  that  they  are  not  so  sold,  but  are  a  mea- 
sure of  policy  adopted  by  Great  Britain  to  furthfer  her  own  interests, 
and  insure  a  constant  supply  of  the  necessaries  of  Ufe,  either  in  or 
through  neutral  countries ;  can  it  be  asserted  that  an  American  citi- 
zen is  wholly  blameless,  who  enters  into  stipulations  and  engage- 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1814.  89 

The  Jalia.    8  C. 

ments  to  effect  their  purposes?  Is  not  the  enemy  thereby  relieved 
from  the  pressure  of  the  war,  and  enabled  to  wage  it  more  success- 
fully against  the  other  branches  of  the  same  commerce  not  protected 
by  this  indulgence  ? 

It  is  said  tiiat  the  case  of  a  personal  license  is  not  distinguishable 
from  a  general  order  of  council  authorizing  and  protecting  all  trade 
to  a  neutral  country.  In  my  judgment  they  are  very  distinguishable. 
The  first  presupposes  a  personal  communication  with  the  enemy, 
and  an  avowed  intention  of  furthering  his  objects,  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  general  trade  by  other  merchants  to  the  same  country ;  it  has  a 
direct  tendency  to  prevent  such  general  trade ;  and  relieves  the  enemy 
from  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  a  general  order  of  protection ;  it 
contaminates  the  commercial  enterprizes  of  the  favored  individual 
with  purposes  not  reconcilable  with  the  general  policy  of  his  country ; 
exposes  him  to  extraordinary  temptations  to  succour  the  enemy  by 
intelligence;  and  separates  him  from  the  general  character  of  his 
country,  by  clothing  him  with  all  the  effective  interests  of  a  neutral 
Now  these  are  some  of  the  leading  principles  upon  which  a  trade 
with  the  enemy  has  been  adjudged  illegal  by  the  law  of  nations.  On 
the  other  hand,  a  general  order  opens  the  whole  trade  of  the  neutral 
country  to  every  merchant  It  presupposes  no  incorporation 
in  enemy  *  interests.  It  enables  the  whole  mercantile  enter-  [  *  197  ] 
prise  of  the  country  to  engage  upon  equal  terms  with  the 
traffic ;  and  it  separates  no  individual  from  the  general  national  char- 
acter. It  relaxes  the  vigor  of  war,  not  only  in  that  particular  trade, 
but  collaterally  opens  a  path  to  other  commerce.  There  is  aU  the 
difference  between  the  cases  that  there  is  between  an  active  personal 
cooperation  in  the  measures  of  the  enemy,  and  the  merely  accidental 
aid  a£forded  by  the  pursuit  of  a  fair  and  legitimate  commerce. 

In  the  purchase  or  gratuity  of  a  license  for  trade,  there  is  an  implied 
agreement  that  the  party  shall  not  employ  it  to  the  injury  of  the 
grantor ;  that  he  shall  conduct  himself  in  a  perfectly  neutral  manner, 
and  avoid  every  hostile  conduct  I  say,  there  is  an  implied  agree- 
ment to  this  effect,  in  the  very  terms  and  nature  of  the  engagement. 
I  am  v^rarranted  in  declaring  this,  from  the  imiform  construction  put 
by  Ghreat  Britain  on  the  conduct  of  her  ovm  subjects  acting  under 
licenses.  Can  an  American  citizen  be  permitted  in  this  manner  to 
carve  out  for  himself  a  neutrality  on  the  ocean,  when  his  country  is 
at  war?  Can  he  justify  himself  in  refusing  to  aid  his  countrymen 
who  have  fallen  into  the  hcmds  of  the  enemy  on  the  ocean,  or  decline 
their  rescue  ?  Can  he  withdraw  his  personal  services,  when  the  neces- 
sities of  the  nation  require  them  ?  Can  an  engagement  be  legal,  which 
imposes  upon  him  the  temptation  or  necessity  of  deeming  his  per- 

8* 
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Bonal  interest  at  variance  with  the  legitimate  objects  of  his  govern- 
ment? I  confess  that  I  am  slow  to  believe  that  the  principles  of 
national  law,  which  formerly  considered  the  lives  and  properties  of  all 
enemies  as  liable  to  the  arbitrary  disposal  of  their  adversary,  are  so 
far  relaxed  that  a  part  of  the  people  may  claim  to  be  at  peace,  while 
the  residue  are  involved  in  the  desolations  of  war.  Before  I  shall 
believe  the  doctrine,  it  must  be  taught  me  by  the  highest  tribunal  of 
the  nation ;  in  whose  superior  wisdom  and  sagacity  I  shall  most 
cheerfully  repose. 

It  has  been  said  that  no  case  of  condemnation  can  be  found  on 
account  of  the  use  of  an  enemy  license.  Admitting  the  fact,  I  am 
not  disposed  to  yield  to  the  inference  that  it  is  therefore  lawful.  It  is 
one  of  the  many  novel  questions  which  may  be  presumed  to 
[  •IQS  ]  arise  out  of  •the  extraordinary  state  of  the  world.  The 
silence  of  adjudged  cases  proves  nothing  either  way.  It 
may  well  admit  of  opposite  interpretations.  The  case  of  The  Vrow 
Elizabeth,  6  Rob.  2,  has  been  cited  by  the  captors  in  support  of  the 
more  general  doctrine.  It  was  a  case  where  the  ship  had  the  flag 
and  pass  and  documents  of  an  enemy's  ship ;  and  the  court  held  that 
the  owner  was  bound  by  the  assumed  character.  There  is  no  simi- 
larity in  the  case  before  the  court  The  ship  and  cargo  were  docu- 
mented as  American  and  not  sis  British  property.  As  little  will  The 
Clarissa,  5  Rob.  4,  cited  on  the  other  side,  apply.  It  was,  at  most, 
but  a  license  given  by  the  Dutch  government,  allovnng  a  neutral  to 
trade  within  its  own  colony ;  in  all  other  respects  the  ship  and  pro- 
perty were  avowedly  neutral ;  and,  unless  so  far  as  the  English  doc- 
trines, as  to  the  colonial  trade  could  apply,  there  was  nothing  illegal 
or  improper  in  waving  any  municipal  regulations  of  colonial  mono- 
poly in  favor  of  a  neutral  There  was  nothing  which  compromitted 
the  allegiance  or  touched  the  interest  of  the  neutral  country.  If^  how- 
ever, this  license  had  conferred  on  the  neutral  the  special  privileges  of 
a  Dutch  merchant,  or  had  facilitated  the  Dutch  policy  in  warding  off 
the  pressure  of  the  war,  it  would  probably  have  received  a  very  dif- 
ferent determination.  See  The  Vreede  Scholtys,  5  Rob.  6,  note  (a). 
The  Rendsborg,  4  Rob.  98, 121.  We  aU  know  that  there  are  many 
acts  which  inflict  upon  neutrals  the  penalty  of  confiscation,  from  the 
subserviency  which  they  are  supposed  to  indicate  to  enemy  interests  ; 
the  carrying  of  enemy  despatches ;  the  transportation  of  inilitary  per- 
sons, and  the  adopting  of  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy.  The 
ground  of  these  decisions  is  the  voluntary  interposition  of  the  party 
to  further  the  views  and  interests  of  one  belligerent  at  the  expense  of 
the  other,  and  I  cannot  doubt  that  The  Clarissa  would  have  shcured 
the  general  fate,  but  from  some  circumstance  of  peculiar  exemption. 
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By  the  prize  code  of  Lewis  XIV.,  (which  I  quote  the  more  readily 
because  it  is,  in  general,  a  compilation  of  prize  law  as  recognized 
among  civilized  nations,)  it  is  a  sufficient  ground  of  condemnation 
that  a  vessel  bears  commissions  firomi  two  different  States.  Valin 
Traite  des  Prises,  p.  53,  says :  <'  A  I'egard  du  vaisseau  ou  se 
trouverent  des  commissions  de  deux  differens  princes  *  ou  [  *  199  ] 
£tats,il  est  ^galement  juste  qu'il  soit  declare  de  bonne  prise, 
soit  parce  qu'il  se  pent  arborer  le  pavilion  de  I'un,  enconsequence  de 
sa  commission,  sans  faire  injure  a  Pautre,  ceci,  au  reste,  regarde  les 
Fran^ais  comme  les  strangers."  In  what  consists  the  substantive 
difference  between  navigating  under  the  commissions  of  our  own  and 
also  of  another  sovereign,  and  navigating  under  the  protection  of  the 
passport  of  such  sovereign  which  confers  or  compels  a  neutral  char- 
acter? Valin,  in  another  place  (sur  I'ordinance,  lib.  3,  tit  9,  art  4,  p* 
241,)  declares,  "  si  sur  un  navire  Fran^ais  il  y  a  une  commission 
d'un  prince  stranger  avec  cette  de  France,  il  sera  de  bonne  prise, 
quoiqu'il  n'ait  arbor^  que  le  pavilion  Frangais."  It  is  true  that  he 
just  before  observes,  <<  que  ce  circonstance  de  deux  congas  ou  passe- 
ports,  ou  de  deux  conhaissements,  dont  Pun  est  de  France,  et  I'antre 
d'un  pays  ennemi,  ne  suffit  pas  seule  faire  declarer  le  navire  ennemi 
de  bonne  prise,  et  que  cela  doit  dependre  des  circonstances  capables 
de  faire  d^couvrir  sa  veritable  destination."  But  Valin  is  referring  to 
the  case  of  an  enemy  ship  having  a  passport  of  trade  from  the  sove- 
reign of  France.  I  infer  firom  the  language  of  Valin,  that  a  French 
ship  sailing  under  the  passport,  conge,  or  license  of  its  enemy,  with- 
out the  authority  of  its  own  sovereign,  would  have  been  lawful  prize. 

This  leads  me  to  another  consideration,  and  that  is,  that  the  exist- 
ence and  employment  of  such  a  License  affords  a  strong  presumption 
of  concealed  enemy  interest,  or,  at  least,  of  ultimate  destination  for 
enemy  use.  It  is  inconceivable  that  any  government  should  allow 
its  protection  to  an  enemy  trade,  merely  out  of  favor  to  a  neutral  na- 
tion, or  to  an  ally,  or  to  its  enemy.  Its  own  particular  and  special 
interests  will  govern  its  policy ;  and  the  quid  pro  quo  must  materially 
enter  into  every  such  relaxation  of  belligerent  rights.  It  is,  therefore, 
a  fair  inference,  either  that  its  subjects  partake  of  the  trade  under 
cover,  or  that  the  property,  or  some  portion  of  the  profits,  finds  its 
way  into  the  channel  of  the  public  interests. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  use  of  false  or  simulated  papers  is  al- 
lowable in  war  as  a  stratagem  to  deceive  the  enemy  and  elude  his 
vigilance.  However  this  may  be,  it  certainly  cannot  authorize  the 
use  of  real  papers  of  a  hostile  character,  to  carry  into  effect 
the  avowed  *  purpose  of  the  enemy.  We  may  be  allowed  [  •200  ] 
to  deceive  our  enemy,  but  we  can  never  be  allowed  to  set 
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up,  as  such  a  deception,  a  concert  in  his  own  measures  for  the  very 
purposes  he  has  prescribed 

An  allusioa  has  been  made  to  the  passports  or  safe-conducts 
granted,  in  former  times,  to  the  fishing  vessels  of  enemies ;  and  it  has 
been  argued  that  such  passports  or  safe-conducts  have  never  been 
supposed  to  induce  the  penalty  of  confiscation.  This  will  at  once 
be  conceded,  as  to  the  belligerent  nation  who  granted  these  indul- 
gences ;  but  as  to  the  other  nation,  where  such  passports  were  not 
guaranteed  by  treaty  or  mutual  pacts,  I  have  no  authority  to  lead  me 
to  an  accurate  decision.  The  French  ordinance  of  1543,  authorized 
the  admiral  to  make  fishing  truces  with  the  enemy ;  and,  where  no 
such  truces  were  made,  to  deliver  to  the  subjects  of  the  enemy,  safe- 
conducts  for  fishing  upon  the  same  stipulations  as  they  should  be  de- 
livered to  French  subjects  by  the  enemy.  This,  therefore,  was  an 
authority  to  be  exercised  only  in  cases  of  reciprocity ;  and  it  seems 
to  have  been  abolished  firom  the  manifest  inconveniences  which 
attended  the  practice ;  Valin,  sur  ord.  lib.  1,  pp.  689,  690.  I  do  not 
think  that  any  argument  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  present  li- 
cense (unrecognized  as  it  is  by  our  government)  can  be  drawn  firom 
these  ancient  examples  as  to  fisheries. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  voyage  was  lawful  to  a  neutral  port, 
and  the  mere  use  of  a  license  cannot  cover  a  lawful  voyage  with  the 
taint  of  illegality.  This,  however,  is  assuming  the  very  point  in  con- 
troversy. It  is  not  universally  true  that  a  destination  to  a  neutral 
port  gives  a  bonA  fide  character  to  the  voyage.  If  the  property  be 
ultimately  destined  for  an  enemy  port  or  an  enemy  use,  it  is  clear 
that  the  interposition  of  a  neutral  port  will  not  save  it  firom  condem- 
nation ;  4  Bob.  65,  79,  The  Jonge  Pieter.  Suppose,  in  the  present 
case,  the  vessel  and  cargo  had  been  destined  to  Lisbon  for  the  ejqpress 
use  of  the  British  fleet  there,  could  there  be  a  doubt  that  it  would 
have  been  a  direct  trade  with  an  enemy  ?  Whether  the  voyage,  there- 
fore, be  legal  or  not,  depends  not  merely  upon  the  destination,  but 
the  ultimate  application  of  the  property,  or  the  ascertained  inten- 
tions of  the  party.  A  contract  to  carry  provisions  to  St 
[  *201  ]  *  Bartholomew's  for  the  ultimate  supply  of  the  British  West 
India  Islands,  would  be  just  as  much  an  infringement  of 
the  law  of  war,  as  a  contract  for  a  direct  transportation.  On  the 
whole,  I  adopt,  as  a  salutary  maxim  of  war,  the  doctrine  of  Bynker- 
shoek :  Vetatur  quoquo  modo  host  iumutUUati  constdere.  It  is  un- 
lawful in  any  manner  to  lend  assistance  to  the  enemy,  by  attaching 
ourselves  to  his  policy,  sailing  under  his  protection,  facilitating  his 
supplies,  and  separating  ourselves  firom  the  common  character  of  our 
country. 
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I  am  aware  that  the  opinion  which  I  have  formed  as  to  the  gen- 
eral nature  of  licenses,  is  encountered  by  the  decisions  of  learned 
judges  for  whom  I  entertain  every  possible  respect.  This  circum- 
stance alone,  independent  of  the  novelty  and  importance  of  the  ques- 
tion, would  awaken  in  my  own  mind  an  unusual  hesitation  as  to  the 
correctness  of  my  own  opinion  ;  but,  after  much  reflection  upon  the 
subject,  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  sufficient  grounds  to  yield  it,  and 
my  duty  requires  that,  whatsoever  may  be  its  imperfections,  my  own 
judgment  should  be  pronounced  to  the  parties. 

I  am  glad,  however,  to  be  relieved  from  the  painful  necessity  of 
deciding  the  more  general  question,  by  the  peculiar  terms  of  the  pre- 
sent license,  which  I  consider  as  affording  irrefragable  proof  of  an  illi- 
cit intercourse  with  the  enemy,  and  a  direct  contract  to  transport  the 
cargo  for  the  use  of  the  British  armies  in  Spain  and  Portugal.  The 
very  preamble  to  the  license  of  Admiral  Sawyer  shows  this  in  a  most 
explicit  manner,  and  discloses  facts  which  it  is  no  harshness  to  de- 
clare, are  not  very  honorable  to  the  principles  or  the  character  of  the 
parties. 

It  has  been  attempted  to  distinguish  the  present  claimants  from 
Mr.  Elwell,  to  whom  the  original  license  was  granted.  It  could  hardly 
have  been  expected  that  such  an  attempt  would  be  successful.  The 
assignees  cannot  place  their  derivative  title  on  a  better  footing  than 
the  original  party.  They  must  be  considered  as  entering  into  the 
views  and  contracting  to  effectuate  the  intentions  of  the  latter  ;  and 
at  all  events,  the  illegality  of  the  employment  of  the  license  attaches 
indissolubly  to  their  conduct.  If  it  were  material,  however,  it  might 
deserve  consideration  how  far  an  actual  assignment  is 
•  shown  in  the  case.  It  rests  on  the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  [  •  202  ] 
claimants,  and  on  the  mere  face  of  papers  which  carry  no 
very  decisive  character,  and  are  quite  reconcilable  with  concealed 
interests  in  other  persons,  as  the  records  of  prize  courts  abundantly 
show.  However,  I  only  glance  at  this  subject,  as  it  in  no  degree 
enters  into  the  ingredients  of  my  judgment. 

A  very  bold  proposition  was,  at  one  time,  advanced  in  the  argu- 
ment by  the  claimants'  counsel,  that  if  this  cargo  had  been  actually 
destined  to  Portugal  for  the  use  of  the  aUied  armies  of  Great  Britain 
and  Portugal,  or  even  for  the  use  of  the  British  army,  it  would  not 
be  an  offence  against  the  laws  of  war.  In  the  sequel,  if  I  rightly 
understand,  this  proposition,  in  this  alarming  extent,  was  not  con- 
tended for ;  and  certainly  it  is  utterly  untenable  upon  the  principles 
of  national  law. 

But  it  was  insisted  on,  that  the  British  armies  in  Portugal  and 
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Spain  were  to  be  considered  as  incorporated  into  the  armies  of  those 
kingdoms,  and  as  not  holding  the  British  character. 

If  I  coold  so  far  forget  the  public  facts  of  which,  sitting  in  a  prize 
court,  I  am  bound  to  take  notice,  there  is  sufficient  in  the  papers  be- 
fore me  to  prove  the  contrary  of  this  suggestion.  In  Admiral  Saw- 
yer's license,  and  Mr.  Allen's  certificate,  they  are  expressly  called  the 
allied  armies,  thereby  plainly  admitting  a  separate  character  and  organ- 
ization ;  and  so,  in  point  of  fact,  we  all  know  it  to  be ;  if,  indeed,  the 
British  character  be  not  predominant  throughout  these  countries.  I 
reject  the  distinction,  therefore,  as  utterly  insupportable  in  point  of 
fact. 

It  has  been  further  argued  that,  if  the  conduct  be  illegal,  it  is  but 
a  personal  misdemeanor  in  no  degree  affecting  the  vessel  and  cargo ; 
and  at  all  events,  that  the  illegality  was  extinguished  by  the  termina«> 
tion  of  the  outward  voyage.  The  principles  of  law  afford  no  coun- 
tenance to  either  part  of  the  proposition.  If  the  property  be  engaged 
in  an  illegal  traffic  with  the  enemy,  or  even  in  an  attempt  to  trade,  it 
is  liable  to  confiscation  as  well  on  the  return  as  on  the  outward  voy- 
age ;  and  it  may  be  assumed  as  a  proposition,  liable  to  few, 
[  •  203  ]  if  any,  *  exceptions,  that  the  property  which  is  rendered 
auxiliary  or  subservient  to  enemy  interests,  becomes  tainted 
with  forfeiture. 

I  cannot  but  remark  that  the  license  in  this  case,  issued  within  our 
own  territory  by  an  agent  of  the  British  government,  cairies  vtdth 
it  a  peculiarly  obnoxious  character.  This  circumstance,  which  is 
founded  on  an  assumption  of  consular  authority  that  ought  to  have 
ceased  with  the  war,  aflbrds  the  strongest  evidence  of  improper  inter- 
course. The  public  dangers  to  which  it  must  unavoidably  lead,  by 
fostering  interests,  within  the  bosom  of  the  country,  against  the 
measures  of  the  government,  and  the  breach  of  faith  which  it  im- 
ports in  a  public  functionary  receiving  the  protection  of  the  govern- 
ment, can  never  be  lost  sight  of  in  a  tribunal  of  justice.  I  forbear 
to  dwell  farther  on  this  delicate  subject. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  consider  the  property  engaged  in  this  transac- 
tion as  stamped  with  the  hostile  character ;  and  I  entirely  concur  in 
the  decision  of  the  district  judge,  which  pronounced  it  subject  to 
condemnation." 

8  0.203,444;  2  W.  143. 
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The  Aurora,  Pike,  Master. 

8  C.  203. 

The  acceptance  and  use  of  an  enemy's  license  on  a  Tojage  to  a  neutral  port,  prosecuted  inj  W 
fartherance  of  the  enemy's  aTowed  objects,  is  illegal,  and  subjects  Tessel  and  cai^  to 
coofiscation. 

It  is  not  necessaiy,  in  order  to  subject  the  property  to  condemnation,  that  the  person  grant- 
ing the  license  should  be  duly  authorized  to  grant  it,  provided  the  person  receiTing  it  takes 
it  with  the  expectation  that  it  will  protect  his  property  from  the  enemy. 

Sailing,  with  an  intention  to  further  the  yiews  of  the  enemy,  is  sufficient  to  condemn  the 
property,  although  that  intention  be  frustrated  by  capture. 

This  was  an  appeal  firom  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Rhode 
Island. 
The  material  facts  of  the  case  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Bimler  and  Dexter ^  for  the  appellants. 

X  Woodward^  and  Pinknei/j  for  the  appellees. 

•  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court :  —  [  *  219  ] 
The  ship  Aurora  and  cargo,  owned  by  the  claimants,  who 
are  American  citizens,  and  documented  as  American  property,  were 
captured,  on  the  26th  of  P{ovember,  1812,  by  the  private  armed  ship 
Grovemor  Tompkins,  on  an  ostensible  destination  for  St.  Bartholo- 
mew's.  From  the  documents  on  board,  and  the  preparatory  exami- 
nations, it  appears  that  the  ship  sailed  from  Newburyport  to  Norfolk, 
in  ballast,  took  in  her  present  cargo,  consisting  of  bread,  flour,  com, 
&&,  at  the  latter  place,  and  sailed  from  thence  on  the  voyage  on 
which  she  v^s  captured,  on  or  about  the  12th  November,  1812.  The 
cargo  was  consigned  to  the  supercargo  of  the  ship ;  and  the  destina- 
tion thereof  upon  the  ship's  papers,  supported  by  the  preparatory 
examinations,  was  St  Bartholomew's,  for  which  island  the  ship  ob- 
tained her  clearance.  At  the  time  of  capture,  she  was  to  the  leeward 
of  that  island ;  and  certain  passports  or  protections  from  the  agents 
of  the  British  government  were  found  on  board,  which  are  familiarly  . 
known  by  the  title  of  British  licenses;  which  documents  are  as 
follows :  — 

"  To  the  commanders  of  any  of  his  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  or  of 
private  armed  ships  belonging  to  his  Majesty. 

"  Whereas  'from  a  consideration  of  the  great  importance  of  con- 
tinning  a  regular  supply  of  flour  and  other  dry  provisions  and  lum- 
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ber  to  the  Britiflh  islands  in  the  West  Indies,  it  has  been  deemed 
expedient  by  his  Majesty's  goverament,  that,  i^otwithstanding  the 
hostilities  now  existing  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 
of  America,  every  protection  and  encouragement  should  be  given  to 
American  vessels  laden  with  flour  and  other  dry  provisions  and 
lumber,  and  bound  to  the  British  islands  in  the  West  Indies.  And 
whereas  in  furtherance  of  these  views  of  his  Majesty's  government, 
Herbert  Sawyer,  Esq.,  vice-admiral  and  commander-in-chief  of  his 
Majesty's  squadron  on  the  Halifax  station,  has  directed  to  me  a  let- 
ter under  date  of  the  dth  August,  1812,  (a  copy  whereof  is  hereunto 
annexed,)  wherein  I  am  instructed  to  furnish  a  copy  of  his  letter, 
certified  under  my  consular  seal,  to  every  American  vessel  so  laden 
and  bound  to  the  West  Indies,  which  is  designed  as  a  perfect  safe- 
guard and  protection  to  such  vessel  in  the  prosecution  of  such  voyage. 
Now,  therefore,  in  pursuance  of  these  instructions,  I  have  granted  to 
the  American  ship  Aurora,  William  Augustus  Pike,  master,  burden 
267  gths  tons,  now  lying  in  the  harbor  of  Newburyport,  and  bound 
to  Norfolk  for  a  cargo  of  flour,  corn,  and  other  dry  provisions,  for  St 
Bartholomew's,  the  annexed  document,  to  avail  only  in  a  direct 
voyage  to  the  West  Indies  and  back  to  the  United  States ;  request- 
ing all  the  officers  commanding  his  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  or  of  pri- 
vate armed  vessels  belonging  to  subjects  of  his  Majesty,  not  only 
to  sufier  the  said  Aurora  to  pass  without  molestetion,  but  also  te 
extend  to  her  all  due  assistence  and  protection  in  the  prosecution 
of  her  voyage  to  the  West  Indies,  and  in  her  return  to  the  United 
Stetes,  laden  with  merchandise  not  exceeding  the  net  amount  of 
her  outward  cargo,  or  in  ballast  only. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  office,  this  1st  day 
[seal.]  of  October,  1812. 

"  Andrew  Allen,  Jun., 
"  His  Majesty* 8  consul.^ 

To  the  above  pass  was  annexed  the  following  copy  of  a  letter 
from  Admiral  Sawyer,  certified  under  the  consular  seal,  and  alluded 

to  in  the  above  document. 

* 

"His  Majesty's  ship  Gentarion,  at  Halifax,  the  5th  of  August,  1812. 
"  Sir  :  I  have  fully  considered  that  part  of  your  letter  of  the  18th 
ultimo,  which  relates  to  the  means  of  insuring  a  constent  supply  of 
flour  and  other  dry  provisions  to  Spain  and  Portugal,  and  to  the 
West  India  Islands ;  and,  being  aware  of  the  importance  of  the  sub- 
ject, concur  in  the  proposition  you  have  made. 
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"  I  shall,  therefore,  give  directions  to  the  commanders  of  his  Majes- 
ty's squadron  under  my  cpmYnand,  not  to  molest  American  vessels 
so  laden,  and  unarmed,  borid  fide  bound  to  British,  Portuguese,  or 
Spanish  ports,  whose  papers  shall  be  accompanied  with  a  certified 
copy  of  this  letter,  under  the  consular  seal. 

"  I  have  the  honor  to  be,  sir, 

"  Your  most  obedient  humble  servant, 

"  H.  Sawyeb,  Vice-Admiral. 
"Andrew  Allen,  Esq^  British  Consnl,  Boston." 

»  Office  of  his  Britannic  Majesty's  ConsnL 
^  I,  Andrew  Allen,  junior,  his  Britannic  Majesty's  consul  for  the 
States  of  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and 
Connecticut,  do  hereby  certify,  that  the  annexed  paper  is  a  true  copy 
of  a  letter  addressed  to  me  by  H.  Sawyer,  Esq.,  vice-admiral  and 
commander-in-chief  of  his  Majesty's  squadron  on  the  Halifax  station. 

«  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  office,  at  Boston, 
in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  this  first  day  of  Octo- 
[seal.]      ber,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  twelve. 

"  Andrew  Allen,  jun." 

2d.  The  following  certificate  of  the  consul :  — 

**  Office  of  his  Britannic  Majesty's  Consul. 
^  I,  Andrew  Allen,  junior,  his  Britannic  Majesty's  consul  for  the 
States  of  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and  Con- 
necticut, do  hereby  certify,  that  the  ship  Aurora,  Wm.  Augustus 
Pike,  being  bound  to  St.  Bartholomew's,  (on  account  of  the  existing 
law  of  the  United  States,  which  prevents  her  return  to  the  United 
States  from  a  British  port,)  contemplates  fulfilling  the  object  com- 
prised in  the  accompanying  license  from  H.  Sawyer,  Esq.,  vice- 
admiral  and  commander-in-chief  on  the  Halifax  station,  through  a 
neutral  port  in  alliance  with  Great  Britain. 

^'  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  office,  at  Boston, 
in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  this  second  day  of 
[seal.]  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and  twelve. 

"  Andrew  Allen,  jun." 

VOL.  III.  9 
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3d.  The  following  general  pass  for  the  West  Indies :  — 

**  Office  of  his  Briuimic  Majesty's  Consul. 
^I,  Andrew  Allen,  jnn.,  his  Britannic  Majesty's  consul  for  the 
States  of  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and  Con- 
necticut, request  all  officers  commanding  his  Majesty's  ships  of 
war,  or  private  armed  ships  belon^ng  to  subjects  of  his  Majesty,  to 
permit  the  American  ship  Aurora,  William  Augustus  Pike,  master, 
now  lying  in  the  harbor  of  Newburyport,  and  Airnished  with  a 
protection  from  vice-admiral  Sawyer,  for  the  purpose  of  canying 
flour,  corn,  lumber,  and  other  necessary  provisions  to  the  West  Indies, 
and  proceeding  to  Norfolk  in  ballast  for  a  cargo,  to  pass  without 
molestation. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  office,  at  Boston, 
in  the   State  of  Massachusetts,  this  first  day  of 
[seal.]  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight 

hundred  and  twelve. 

"  Andrew  Allen,  jun." 

The  Aurora  was  carried  into  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  and  there 
libelled.  The  circuit  court  of  that  district  condemned  vessel  and 
cargo  as  prize  to  the  captors ;  from  which  sentence  the  claimants 

appealed  to  this  court  • 

[  •  219  ]      •  Two  questions  have  been  made  at  bar.    1.  Whether  the 

acceptance  and  use  of  an  enemy's  license  or  passport  of  pro- 
tection, on  a  voyage  performed  in  furthemnce  of  the  enemy's  avowed 
objects,  be  illegal,  so  as  to  aifect  the  property  with  confiscation. 
2.  If  so,  whether  there  is  any  thing  in  the  present  case  to  exempt  it 
from  the  general  principle. 

The  first  point  having  just  been  decided  in  the  affirmative,  in  The 
Julia,  8  C.  181,  it  only  remains  to  inquire  whether  there  be  any  thing 
in  this  case  to  exempt  it  from  the  general  principle. 

In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court,  it  is  not  easy  to 
[  •  220  ]  discriminate  between  these  cases ;  both  of  the  vessels  •  had 

licenses  or  passports  of  the  same  character,  and  substan- 
tially for  the  same  purpose,  except  only  that  the  object  of  The  Julia 
was  to  supply  the  allied  armies  in  Portugal,  and  the  original  inten- 
tion of  The  Aurora  was  to  go  to  the  British  West  Indies.  It  is  by 
no  means  clear  that  this  destination  was  ever  changed ;  but  admit- 
ting that,  from  an  apprehension  of  seizure  in  case  of  her  returning  to 
the  United  States,  aiter  touching  at  a  British  port,  she,  in  fact,  sailed 
on  a  voyage  to  St.  Bartholomew's,  this  can  make  no  substantial  dif- 
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ference  in  her  favor.  Her  object  in  going  there  was  equally  criminal, 
and  subserved  the  views  of  the  enemy  nearly  if  not  quite  as  well  as 
if  her  cargo  had  been  landed  in  a  British  island ;  of  the  real  design 
of  the  voyage  there  can  remain  no  daubt ;  for  it  abundantly  appears, 
irom  the  license  itself,  that  the  professed  object  of  Admiral  Sawyer, 
at  least,  in  granting  it,  was  to  obtain  a  supply  of  provisions  for  the 
enemy ;  and  the  court  will  not  easily  lend  its  ear  to  a  suggestion, 
that  notwithstanding  The  Aurora  was  found  with  a  British  protection 
on  board,  of  so  obnoxious  a  character,  yet  her  owners  intended  to 
deceive  the  enemy,  either  by  going  to  a  port  not  mentionec]  in  it,  or 
by  disposing  of  her  cargo  in  a  way  that  would  not  have  promoted 
his  views.  Without  meaning  to  say  that  such  conduct  may  under 
no  circumstances  whatever  be  explained,  the  court  thinks  that  there 
is  no  proof,  in  this  case,  to  show  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
claimants  to  carry  into  effect  the  original  undeit^tanding  between 
them  and  Mr.  AUen.  For  although  the  destination  to  St  Bartholo- 
mew's be  conceded,  it  is  evident  that  Mr.  Allen,  who  acted  as  British 
consul,  supposed  the  views  of  Admiral  Sawyer  might  be  answered  as 
well  in  that,  as  in  any  other  way ;  nor  is  it  clear,  as  was  said  at  bar, 
that  the  documents  which  were  received  from  Mr.  Allen,  which 
varied  more  in  form  than  in  substance  from  the  admiral's  passport, 
would  not  have  protected  her  against  British  capture,  on  a  voyage  to 
that  island.  The  protection  of  Admiral  Sawyer  extended  to  unarmed 
American  vessels  laden  with  dry  provisions,  and  bond  fide  bound  to 
British,  Portuguese,  or  Spanish  ports.  The  only  modification,  or 
extension,  introduced  by  Mr.  Allen,  was  a  permission  to  go  to  a 
Swedish  island,  equally  neutral  with  Spain  or  Portugal,  in  the  vi- 
cinity of  the  British  possessions.  Whether  all  or  any  of  these  papers 
would  have  saved  The  Aurora  from  confiscation  in  a  British 
court  of  admiralty,  this  court  is  not  bound  *  to  assert ;  it  is  [  *  221  ] 
sufficient  if  that  were  the  reasonable  expectation  of  the  par- 
ties, as  it  certainly  was,  and  it  is  more  than  probable  that  such  ex- 
pectation would  have  been  realized,  considering. the  very  important 
advantage  which  the  enemy  was  to  derive  from  them.  In  case  of 
capture,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  claimants  would  have  inter- 
posed these  very  papers,  which  are  now  supposed  to  have  emanated 
from  unauthorized  agents,  and  probably  with  success,  as  a  shield 
against  forfeiture.  Why,  then,  should  they  be  permitted  to  allege 
here,  that  they  would  have  been  ineffectual  for  that  purpose  ? 

It  is  also  insisted,  that,  in  this  case,  no  illicit  intercourse  had  actu- 
ally taken  place ;  that  the  whole  offence,  if  any,  consisted  in  intention ; 
and  that  if  a  capture  had  not  intervened,  there  was  still  a  loctis  peni- 
ienticd^  and  no  one  can  say  that  even  a  project  of  going  to  St.  Bartho- 
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lomew's  might  not  have  been  abandoned.  In  this  reasoning  the  court 
does  not  concur ;  but  is  of  opinion  that  the  moment  The  Aurora 
started  on  the  voyage  for  St  Bartholomew's,  with  the  license  in  qaes- 
tion  and  a  cargo  of  provisions,  she  rendered  herself  liable  to  capture 
by  the  public  and  private  armed  ships  of  the  United  States,  who  were 
not  bound  to  lay  by  and  see  how  she  would  conduct  herself  during 
the  voyage,  the  consequence  of  which  would  be  that  no  right  of  cap- 
ture would  exist  until  all  chance  of  making  it  were  at  an  end 

JtidgTnent  affirmed, 

2  W.  143. 


The  Adventure. 

8  C.  221. 

ly    /  />^  A  donation  on  the  high  seas,  by  a  captor  to  a  neutral,  does  not  exempt  the  property  from 
^  '/  ^j    recapture,  and  the  donee,  who  brings  it  into  a  port  of  his  own  conntry,  must  be  treated  as 
'■  j'-/  ^  '^    a  salvor. 

)  i  ■  4^  xfTU  the  vessel  of  the  nentral  donees  be  destroyed  by  the  captors  on  the  high  seas,  it  is  not  a 
violation  of  the  Non-Intercourse  Act,  2  Stats,  at  Large,  528,  to  return  to  the  United 
States  in  the  vessel  given  to  them  on  the  high  seas,  and  to  bring  in  her  cargo. 
War  having  been  declared  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  after  the  act  of 
salvage  was  performed,  that  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  saved,  which  belonged  to 
British  subjects,  was  ordered  to  be  deposited,  subject  to  the  future  order  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Vir- 
ginia. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  as  stated  by  Johnson,  J.,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  were  as  follows :  — 

The  libellants  were  the  master  and  crew  of  the  American  brig 
«  Three  Friends."  On  the  14th  November,  1811,  whilst  on 
[  •  222  ]  their  voyage  from  Salem  to  the  Brazils,  •with  a  valuable 
cargo  on  bocurd,  they  were  captured  by  The  Nymphe  and 
Medusa,  French  frigates,  and  by  them  the  brig  was  plundered  and 
burnt.  On  the  21st,  the  frigates  captured  The  Adventure,  a  British 
ship,  laden  with  British  goods ;  and,  after  taking  out  a  part  of  the 
cargo,  made  a  present  of  the  residue  to  the  libellants.  The  fact  of 
the  gift  is  established  by  a  writing  under  the  hand  of  the  captain  of 
The  Medusa,  commander  of  the  squadron,  in  which  he  says,  "  Je  donne 
au  capitainey^  &c.,  in  the  language  of  an  unqualified  donation.     On 
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the  23d  November,  they  left  the  squadron,  and  arrived  at  Norfolk  on 
the  Ist  of  February,  1812,  after  a  long  and  boisterous  voyage  in  a 
large  ship  navigated  by  a  very  inadequate  crew.  On  her  arrival  in 
the  United  States,  she  was  libelled  by  the  captain  and  crew  as  their 
property  acquired  under  the  donation  of  the  French  captor;  and  the 
United  States  interposed  a  claim  for  the  forfeiture  incurred  under  the 
NoD-Importation  Act.  At  the  time  of  her  arrival,  peace  existed  be- 
tween this  country  and  Great  Britain :  but  on  the  18th  of  June  fol- 
lowing, and  pending  this  suit,  war  was  declared. 

Pinknepf  for  the  appellants. 

Harper  J  for  the  appellees. 

•  Story,  J.,  did  not  sit  in  this  cause,  some  distant  relative  [  *  225  ] 
of  his  having  an  interest  in  it 

*  Johnson,  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  before  [  *  226  ] 
mentioned,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

The  very  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case  require  the  applica- 
tion of  a  variety  of  principles;  and  the  court  has  not  been  aided  in 
its  inquiries,  by  that  elaborate  discussion  which  such  novel  cases 
generally  elicit.  But  they  are  relieved  by  the  reflection,  that  the 
principles  to  which  they  must  resort  in  forming  their  judgment  are 
well  established,  and  lead  satisfactorily  to  a  conclusion. 

The  most  natural  mode  of  acquiring  a  definite  idea  of  the  rights 
of  the  libellants  in  the  subjectrmatter,  will  be  to  follow  it  through  the 
successive  changes  of  circumstances  by  which  the  nature  and  extent 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  affected.  The  capture,  the  donation, 
the  arrival  in  the  United  States,  and  the  state  of  war. 

As  between  the  belligerents,  the  capture  undoubtedly  produces  a 
complete  divesture  of  property.  Nothing  remains  to  the  original  pro- 
prietor but  a  mere  sdentiUajwris^  the  spes  reeupera/ndu  The  modem  and 
enlightened  practice  of  nations,  has  subjected  all  such  captures  to  the 
scrutiny  of  judicial  tribunals,  as  the  only  practical  means  of  furnish- 
ing documentary  evidence  to  accompany  ships  that  have  been  cap- 
tured, for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the  seizure  was  the  act  of 
sovereign  authority,  and  not  mere  individual  outrage.  In  the  case 
of  a  purchase  made  by  a  neutral.  Great  Britain  demands  the  pro- 
duction of  such  documentary  evidence,  issuing  from  a  court  of  com- 
petent authority,  or  will  dispossess  the  purchaser  of  a  ship  originally 
British,  (The  Fladoyen,  1  Rob.  114, 135.)  Upon  the  donation,  there- 
fore, whatever  right  might,  in  the  abstract,  have  existed  in  the  captor, 
the  donee  could  acquire  no  more  than  what  was  consistent  with  his 

9* 
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neutral  character  to  take.  He  could  be  in  no  better  situation  than  a 
prize-master  navigating  the  prize,  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  his 
commander.  The  vessel  remained  liable  to  British  capture  on  the 
whole  voyage.  And,  on  her  arrival  in  a 'neutral  territory,  the  donee 
sunk  into  a  mere  bailee  for  the  British  claimant,  with  those 
[  ^227  ]  rights  over  the  •thing  in  possession  which  the  civil  law 
gave  for  care  and  labor  bestowed  upon  it. 

The  question  then  occurs,  is  this  a  case  of  salvage  ? 

On  the  negative  of  the  proposition  it  is  contended,  that  it  is  a  case 
of  forfeiture,  and  therefore  not  a  case  of  salvage  as  against  the  United 
States  —  that  it  was  an  unneutral  act  to  assist  the  enemy  in  bringing 
the  vessel  infra  presidia^  or  into  any  situation  where  the  rights  of  re- 
capture would  cease,  and  therefore  not  a  case  of  salvage  as  against 
the  British  claimant. 

But  the  court  entertain  an  opinion  tmfavorable  to  both  these 
objections.     ' 

This  could  never  have  been  a  case  within  the  view  of  the  legisla- 
ture, when  passing  the  Non-Importation  Act.  The  ship  was  the  plank 
on  which  the  ship-wrecked  mariner  reached  the  shore ;  and  although 
it  may  be  urged  that  bringing  in  the  cargo  was  not.  necessarily  con- 
nected with  their  own  return  to  their  country,  yet,  upon  reflection,  it 
will  be  found,  that  this  also  can  be  excused  upon  very  feur  principles. 
It  was  their  duty  to  adhere  strictly  to  their  neutral  character ;  but  to 
have  cast  into  the  sea  the  cargo,  the  property  of  a  belligerent,  would 
have  been  to  do  him  an  injury  by  taking  away  that  chance  of  reco- 
very subject  to  which  they  took  it  into  their  possession.  Besides, 
bringing  it  into  the  United  States,  did  not  necessarily  presuppose  a 
violation  of  the  non-importation  laws.  If  it  came  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  property  cast  casually  on  our-  shores,  as  we  are  of  opinion  it 
did,  legal  provision  exists  for  disposing  of  it  in  such  a  manner  as 
would  comport  with  the  policy  of  our  laws.  At  last,  they  could  not 
deliver  it  up  to  the  hands  of  the  government,  to  be  reshipped  by*  the 
British  claimant,  or  otherwise  appropriated  under  the  sanction  of  judi- 
cial process.  And  such  was  the  course  that  they  pursued.  Far  from 
attempting  any  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  country,  upon  their  arrival 
here  they  deliver  it  up  to  the  custody  of  the  laws,  and  leave  it  to  be 
disposed  of  under  judicial  sanction.  The  case  has  no  one  feature  of 
an  illegal  importation,  and  cannot  possibly  have  imputed  to  it  the 

violation  of  law. 

[  •  228  ]      'As  to  the  question  arising  on  the  interest  of  the  British 

claimant,  it  would,  at  this  time,  be  a  sufficient  answer,  that 

they  who  have  no  rights  in  this  court,  cannot  urge  a  Eolation  of  their 

rights  against  the  claim  of  the  libellants.    But  there  is  still  a  much 
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more  satisfactory  answer :  To  have  attempted  to  carry  the  vessel 
^ infra presidia^^  of  the  enemy,  would,  unless  it  could  have  been  ex- 
cused on  the  ground  of  necessity,  have  been  an  unneutral  act.  But 
when  every  exertion  is  made  to  bring  it  to  a  place  of  safety,  in 
which  the  original  right  of  the  captured  would  revive  and  might 
be  asserted,  instead  of  aiding  his  enemy,  it  is  doing  an  act  exclu- 
sively resulting  to  the  benefit  of  the  Englbh  daimant. 

It  being  determined  to  be  a  case  of  salvage,  the  next  question  is, 
as  to  the  amount  to  be  allowed.  On  this  subject  there  is  no  precise 
rule;  nor  is  it,  in  its  nature,  reducible  to  rule.  For  it  must,  in  every 
case,  depend  upon  peculiar  circumstances,  such  as  peril  incurred, 
labor  sustained,  value  decreed,  &c.,  all  of  which  must  be  estimated 
and  weighed  by  the  court  that  awards  the  salvage.  As  far  as  our 
inquiries  extend,  when  a  proportion  of  the  thing  saved  has  been 
awarded,  a  half  has  been  the  tMoimum^  and  an  eighth  the  minimum  ; 
below  that,  it  is  usual  to  adjudge  a  compensation  innumero.  In 
some  cases,  indeed,  more  than  a  half  may  have  been  awarded ;  but 
they  will  be  found  to  be  cases  of  very  extraordinary  merit,  or  on  ar- 
ticles of  very  small  amount.  In  the  present  case,  the  account  sales 
of  the  cargo  was  near  $16,000 ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  one 
half  of  that  sum  will  be  an  adequate  compensation. 

The  next  question  arises  on  the  application  of  the  residue.  On  this 
point,  the  court  is  led  to  a  conclusion  by  the  following  considerations : — 

At  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  the  United  States,  the  original  British 
owner  would,  unquestionably,  have  been  entitied  to  the  balance. 
The  state  of  war,  however,  at  present,  prevents  his  interposing  a  claim 
in  the  courts  of  this  country.  But  as  this  property  was  found  within 
the  United  States  at  the  declaration  of  war,  it  must  stand  on  the 
same  footing  with  other  British  property  similarly  situated.  Although 
property  of  that  description  is  liable  to  be  disposed  of  by  the 
legislative  *  power  of  the  country,  yet,  until  some  act  is  [  *  229  ] 
passed  upon  the  subject,  it  is  still  under  the  protection  of 
the  law,  and  may  be  claimed  after  the  termination  of  war,  if  not  pre- 
viously confiscated.  We  will,  therefore,  make  such  order  respecting 
it,  as  will  preserve  it,  subject  to  the  will  of  the  court,  to  be  disposed 
of  as  future  circumstances  shall  render  proper. 

As  to  the  mode  of  distributing  the  amount  of  the  salvage,  the 
court  have  concluded  to  adopt  an  arbitrary  distribution ;  because  there 
exists  no  positive  rule  on  that  subject.  They  would  have  adopted 
the  rules  of  the  Prize  Act^  relative  to  cases  of  salvage,  had  the  cir- 
comstances  of  the  case  admitted  of  its  applics^tion. 

1  2  Stats,  at  Large,  16. 
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This  court  orders  and  decrees^  that  the  circuit  court  of  Virginia,  in 
this  case,  be  reversed  ;  that  the  costs  and  charges  be  paid  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale ;  that  the  one  half  of  the  balance  be  adjudged 
to  the  libellants,  to  be  divided  into  thirteen  and  a  half  parts,  three  of 
which  shall  be  paid  to  the  captain,  two  to  the  supercargo,  two  to  the 
chief  mate,  one  and  a  half  to  the  second  mate,  and  one  to  each  of  the 
seamen.  And  that  the  balance  be  deposited  in  the  Bank  of  Virginia, 
to  remain  subject  to  the  future  order  of  the  circuit  court 

1  W.  125. 


John  Green  v.  John  Liter,  and  others. 

«  C.  S29. 

W  ^  K  C  ^"^^^^  the  llth  and  20th  sections  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  78,)  the  circait 
^  ^^^        courts  of  the  United  States  have  jnrisdiction  of  writs  of  right;  if  the  yalae  of  the*  land 

"^  / 1  ^  /         demanded  does  not  exceed  $500  it  affects  the  costs. 

''  ]'].'  3  I       Several  tenants,  claiming  distinct  parcels  of  land,  by  different  titles,  cannot  be  joined  in  a 

^  r>  ^  J^        writ  of  right. 

"P  /  ^  .3   Under  the  act  of  Vii^ginia,  reforming  proceedings  on  writs  of  right,  no  common  law  plea  in 

^  '  ^  '    ^       abatement  is  abolished,  nor  is  the  tenant  precluded  from  pleading  specially  in  bar. 

}^  '  /  "^^   A  seizin  in  deed,  in  contradistinction  to  a  seizin  in  law,  is  necessary  to  -maintain  a  writ  of 

7*p  J   S ^       right ;  but  such  a  seizin  may  exist,  in  intendment  of  law,  without  an  actual  entry,  or 

T'P  3  ^^      taking  esplees. 

^  C  //  c/^  Under  the  land  law  of  Virginia,  a  patent  is  a  statute  grant,  which  confers  a  seizin  in  deed, 

}  [L  t^'i/  ^     without  an  actual  entry.    So  does  a  private  conveyance  of  wild  and  unoocnpied  lands. 

7  /  (J\,^\^i  Kentucky,  a  patent  is  a  legal  title ;  what  precedes  it  is  equitable  only. 

7  ,^  /  ^  ^       A  better  outstanding  title  in  a  third  person,  is  not  a  defence  in  a  writ  of  right. 

^  T>  Q  0  ^  Joining  the  tme  in  a  writ  of  right,  is  an  admission  that  the  defendants  are,  jointly,  tenants 

\fj-p  ////'/    of  the  whole  freehold. 

"^4  /^  J*/!/  ^  ^°o  ^°^'  having  title,  his  seizin  extends  as  far  as  his  title,  and  is  not  limited  to  the  part 

^  l^  '  *  ^j-.f,     actually  occupied  by  him.    It  extends  to  what  is  in  the  adverse  seizin  of  the  tenant  on 

^  I  /    yr      "vrhom  he  enters,  and  to  all  vacant  land,  within  his  title,  but  not  to  land  of  which  other 

7  P  '    '           tenants  are  seized. 

J  4/     do  '^^      This  was  a  writ  of  right  brought  by  Green,  the  demandant,  against 

<J  !''    /      ^'  the  tenants,  to  recover  seizin  of  a  large  tract  of  land  lying  in  Ken- 

;<      .•^'  /i^  tucky,  and  set  forth  in  the  count.     The  writ  of  right  was  sued  out 

/  '     ''/' /    under  the  act  of  the  Virginia  assembly,  entitled  "  an  act  for  reform- 

^^  "     rif  /  ^^^  ^^^  method  of  proceeding  in  writs  of  right." 

""^qn^'^'^     At  the  trial  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  Kentucky  district,  several 

questions  arose  upon  which  the  court  was  divided;  whereupon  those 

questions  were  certified  for  the  opinion  of  the  supreme  court     They 

are  as  follows:  — 
[  *  230  ]      *  1st  Has  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  jurisdic* 
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tion  in  a  writ  of  right,  where  the  land  claimed  by  the  demandant 
is  above  the  value  of  $500,  but  the  tenement  held  by  the  tenant  is 
of  less  value  than  $500  ? 

2d.  Can  the  demandant  join  in  the  writ  and  count  several  tenants 
claiming  under  several  distinct,  separate,  and  independent  original 
titles,  all  of  which  interfere  with  the  land  of  the  demandant?  If  he 
can,  must  he  demand  of  them  the  tenements  they  severally  hold,  or 
may  he  demand  a  tenement  to  the  extent  of  his  own  title  ?  If  it 
comprises  a  part  not  claimed  or  held  by  any  of  the  said  tenants,  may 
he  demand,  in  his  count  against  the  several  tenants,  his  own  tene* 
ment,  or  must  he  demand  of  each  tenant  the  tenement  he  severaUy 
holds? 

3d.  Can  the  tenant,  under  the  act  of  the  Virginia  assembly  for  re- 
forming the  method  of  proceeding  in  writs  of  right,  plead  in  abate- 
ment either  the  plea  of  non-tenure,  joint-tenancy,  sole-tenancy,  several- 
tenancy,  or  never  tenant  of  the  freehold,  or  any  of  them,  or  other  pleas 
in  abatement  necessary  to  his  case ;  or  is  he  compellable  to  join  in 
the  mise  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  said  act  ?  If  he  can,  when  or 
at  what  stage  of  the  proceedings  ?  If  he  cannot,  may  he  give  it  in 
evidence  on  the  mise  joined  ? 

4th.  May  the  tenant,  under  the  said  act,  plead  specially  any  mat- 
ter ef  bar,  or  must  he  join  the  misCy  without  other  plea,  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  said  act  ? 

6th.  Can  a  demandant  who  has  regularly  obtained  a  patent  from 
the  land-office  of  the  State  of  Virginia  for  the  land  in  contest,  under 
the  act  of  the  Virginia  legislature,  passed  in  the  year  1779,  common- 
ly styled  the  land  law,  maintain  a  writ  of  right,  under  such  patent, 
against  a  person  claiming  and  holding  possession  under  a  younger 
patent  from  the  said  State,  without  having  first  taken  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  land,  under  his  patent,  held  by  the  tenant  ?  If  he  can 
maintain  a  writ  of  right  without  such  proof  in  the  general,  can  he  do 
it  where  his  right  of  entry  is  barred  by  an  actual  adverse  possession 
of  twenty  years  ? 

6th.  la  the  eldest  patent,  obtained,  as  aforesaid,  for  *  the  [  *  231  ] 
land  in  controversy,  sufficient  proof  of  the  best  mere  right ; 
or  can  the  demandant  be  put  on  the  proof  that,  in  the  incipiency, 
and  in  the  different  steps  necessary  to  complete  his  title,  he  has  com- 
plied with  the  requisites  prescribed  by  the  acts,  the  one  entitled  "  an 
act  for  adjusting  and  settling  the  titles  of  claimants  to  unpatented 
lands  imder  the  present  and  former  government,  previous  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  commonwealth  land-office,"  and  the  other,  <<  an  act 
for  establishing  a  land-office,  and  ascertaining  the  terms  and  manner 
of  granting  waste  and  unappropriate  lands,''  and  the  subsequent 
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laws  of  Virginia,  on  the  same  subject,  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
erection  of  the  district  of  Kentacky  into  a  separate  State  ? 

7th.  If  the  demandant  is  not  compellable  to  show  any  thing  beyond 
his  patent,  can  the  tenant  holding  the  younger  patent  be  permitted 
to  impeach  the  demandant's  patent,  to  show  the  incipiency  and  com- 
pletion of  his  own  title,  and  the  relative  merits  of  his  own  and  the 
demandant's  title  ? 

Sth.  Can  the  defendant  defend  himself  by  showing  an  older  and 
better  existing  title  than  the  demandant's,  in  a  third  person  ? 

9th.  Where  several  tenants,  claiming  in  severalty,  are  joined  in  a 
writ  of  right,  should  the  finding  of  the  jury  be  several  of  the  mere 
right  between  the  demandant  and  each  tenant,  or  may  it  be  a  gene- 
ral finding  that  the  demandant  hath  the  most  mere  right? 

10th.  The  commonwealth  having  first  made  and  granted  a  patent 
to  the  demandant,  and  afterwards,  by  her  patent,  granted  a  part  of 
the  same  land  to  the  defendants,  who  entered  cmd  obtained  the  first 
possession,  the  demandant  afterwards  entered  and  took  possession, 
under  his  first  grant,  of  that  part  of  his  land  not  within  the  patent  of 
the  first  grantee — who  has  the  best  mere  right  to  the  land,  where 
the  patents  conflict,  outside  of  the  actual  close  of  the  last  grantee  ? 

11th.  Will  an  entry  upon  part,  and  taking  the  esplees  under  the 

elder  grant  from  the  commonwealth,  and  making  claim  to  the  wliole 

land  included  within  the  bounds  of  the  elder  grant,  author- 

[  *  232  ]  ize  the  demandant  to  maintain  *  his  writ  of  right  against 

the  tenants  holding  the  previous  possession  under  a  younger 

patent  interfering  with  the  elder  grant? 

Wickliffe^  for  the  demandant 

Hughesy  for  the  tenants. 

[•242  ]  •Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

This  is  a  writ  of  right  brought  by  the  demandant  against  the 
tenants,  to  recover  seizin  of  a  large  tract  of  land  set  forth  in  the 
coimt.  At  the  trial  in  the  circuit  court  for  Kentucky  district,  severed 
questions  arose  upon  which  the  court  were  divided ;  and  these  ques- 
tions are  now  certified  for  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

As  to  the  first  question,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  circuit  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  Taking  the  11th  and  20th  sections  of  the 
Judicial  Act  of  1789,  c.  20,  in  connection,  it  is  clear  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion attaches  where  the  property  demanded  exceeds  $500  in  value ; 
and  if,  upon  the  trial,  the  demandant  recover  less,  he  is  not  allowed 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1814.  107 

Green  v.  Liter.    8  C. 

hifi  costs ;  but,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  may  be  adjudged  to  pay 
costs. 

As  to  the  second  question,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  at  common  law, 
a  writ  of  right  will  not  lie,  except  against  the  tenant  of  the  freehold 
demanded.  If  there  are  several  tenants  claiming  several  parcels  of 
land  by  distinct  titles,  they  cannot  lawfully  be  joined  in  one  writ ;  and 
if  they  are,  they  may  plead  in  abatement  of  the  writ  If  the  demand- 
ant demands  against  any  tenant  more  land  than  he  holds,  he  may 
plead  non-tenure  as  to  tiie  parcel  not  holden;  and  this  plea,  by  .the 
ancient  common  law,  would  have  abated  the  whole  writ  But  the 
statute  35  Edw.  3,  s.  5,  c.  16,  which  may  be  considered  as  a  part  of 
our  common  law,  having  been  in  force  at  the  emigration  of  our  anr 
cestors,  cured  the  defect,  and  declared  that  the  writ  should  abate  only 
as  to  the  parcel  whereof  non-tenure  was  pleaded,  and  admitted  or 
proved.  In  fact,  the  act  of  Virginia,  of  1792,  c.  125,  which  is  in  force 
in  Kentucky,  enacts  substantially  the  same  provision  as  the  statute 
of  Edward. 

•  But  it  is  supposed,  in  argument,  that  the  act  of  Ken-  [  *  243  ] 
tucky,  to  amend  proceedings  in  chancery  and  common  law, 
which  provides  that  if  the  plaintiff'  at  law  shall  prove  part  of  his  de- 
mand or  claim  set  up  in  his  declaration,  he  shall  not  be  non-suited, 
but  shall  have  judgment  for  what  he  proves,  entitles  the  demandant 
in  this  case  to  join  parties  who  hold  in  severalty  by  distinct  titles. 

To  this  doctrine  the  court  cannot  accede.  At  common  law,  in 
many  instances,  if  the  party  demanded  in  his  writ  more  than  he 
proved  was  his  right,  he  lost  his  action  by  the  falsity  of  his  writ  It 
was  to  cure  this  ancient  evil  that  the  act  of  Kentucky  was  made.  It 
enables  the  party  to  recover,  although  he  should  prove  only  part  of 
the  claim  in  his  declaration.  But  it  does  not  intend  to  enable  him  to 
join  parties  in  an  action,  who  could  not  be  joined  at  the  common 
law.  It  could  no  more  entitle  a  demandant  in  a  real  action  to  re- 
coTcr  against  several  tenants  claiming  by  distinct  and  separate  titles, 
than  it  could  entitle  a  plaintiff  to  maintain  a  joint  action  of  assump' 
sit,  where  the  contracts  were  several  and  independent  Infinite  in- 
convenience and  mischief  would  result  from  such  a  construction, 
and  we  should  not  incline  to  adopt  it,  unless  it  were  unavoidable. 

As  to  the  third  question.  It  is  clear,  at  the  common  law,  that  non- 
tenure, joint-tenure,  sole-tenure,  and  several-tenure,  were  good  pleas 
in  abatement  to  a  writ  of  right  But  they  could  only  be  pleaded  in 
abatement ;  for  the  tenant,  by  joining  the  mise,  or  pleading  in  bar, 
admitted  himself  tenant  of  the  freehold.  Such  pleading  in  bar  was 
an  admission  that  he  had  a  capacity  to  defend  the  suit ;  and  he  was 
estopped,  by  his  own  act,  from  denying  it     The  act  of  Virginia  of 
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1786,  c  37,  leforming  the  proceedings  on  writs  of  right,  was  not  in- 
tended to  vary  the  rights  or  legal  predicament  of  the  parties.  It  did 
not,  therefore,  intend  to  change  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  plead- 
ings ;  and,  notwithstanding  that  act,  the  tenant  shall  still  have  the 
full  benefit  of  the  ordinary  pleas  in  abatement  It  is  true  that  the  act 
provides  that  the  tenant,  at  the  trial,  may,  on  the  general  issue,  give 
in  evidence  any  matter  which  might  have  been  specially  pleaded.  But 
this  provision  is  manifestly  confined  to  matters  in  bar.  It  would  be 
absurd  to  suppose  that  the  legislature  meant  to  give  to  a 
[  *  344  ]  mere  *  exception  in  abatement  the  full  effect  of  a  perfect  bar 
on  the  merits ;  which  would  be  the  case  if  such  an  excep- 
tion would  authorize  a  verdict  for  the  tenant  on  issue  joined  on  the 
mere  right  The  time  and  manner  of  filing  the  pleadings  must, 
of  course,  be  left  to  the  established  practice  and  rules  in  the  circuit 
court 

As  to  the  fourth  point,  we  are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  act  of 
Virginia  of  1786,  the  tenant  may,  at  his  election,  plead  any  special 
matter  in  bar,  in  a  writ  of  right,  or  give  it  in  evidence  on  the  mise 
joined.     The  act  is  not  deemed  compulsive,  but  cumulative. 

The  fifth  question  is  that  which  has  been  deemed  most  important; 
and  to  this  the  counsel  on  each  side  have  directed  their  efforts  with 
great  ability. 

It  is  clear,  by  the  whole  current  of  authority,  that  actual  seizin,  or 
seizin  in  deed,  is,  at  the  common  law,  necessary  to  maintain  a  writ 
of  right  Nor  is  this  peculiar  to  actions  on  the  mere  right  It  equally 
applies  to  writs  of  entry ;  and  the  language  of  the  count,  in  both 
cases,  is,  that  the  demandant,  or  his  ancestor,  was,  within  the  time 
of  limitation,  seized  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  &c,  taking  the  esplees, 
&c.  It  is  highly  probable  that  the  foundation  of  this  rule  was  laid 
in  the  earliest  rudiments  of  titles  at  the  common  law.  It  is  well 
known  that,  in  ancient  times,  no  deed  or  charter  was  necessary  to 
convey  a  fee  simple.  The  title,  the  full  and  perfect  dominion,  was 
conveyed  by  a  mere  livery  of  seizin  in  the  presence  of  the  vicinage. 
It  was  the  notoriety  of  this  ceremony,  performed  in  the  presence  of 
his  peers,  that  gave  the  tenant  his  feudal  investiture  of  the  inherit- 
ance. Deeds  and  charters  of  feoffment  were  of  a  later  age ;  and  were 
held  not  to  convey  the  estate  itself,  but  only  to  evidence  the  nature 
of  the  conveyance.  The  solemn  act  of  livery  of  seizin  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  produce  a  perfect  title,  or,  as'Fleta  calls,  it,  juris  et  seir 
sifus  conjunction  But,  whatever  may  be  its  origin,  the  rule  as  to  the 
actual  seizin  has  long  since  become  an  inflexible  doctrine  of  the 
common  law. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  the  act  of  Virginia,  of  1786,  c  37,  meant 
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in  this  lespect  to  change  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law, 
because  that  act  has  given  the  fonn  of  *the  count  in  a  writ  [  *  245  ] 
of  right,  and  omits  any  allegation  of  seizin  and  taking 
esplees.  There  is  certainly  some  countenance  in  the  act  for  the  argu- 
ment.  But,  on  mature  consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  can- 
not prevaiL  The  form  of  joining  the  mise  in  a  writ  of  right,  is  also 
given  in  the  same  act;  and  that  form  includes  the  same  inquiry, 
namely,  ^  which  hath  the  greater  right,"  as  the  forms  at  common 
law.  It  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  legislature  did  not  mean  to 
change  the  nature  of  the  facts  which  were  to  be  inquired  into,  but 
only  to  provide  a  more  summary  mode  of  proceeding.  The  clause 
in  the  same  act  allowing  any  special  matter  to  be  given  in  evidence 
on  the  mise  joined,  may  also  be  called  in  aid  of  this  construction. 
That  clause  certainly  shows  that  it  was  not  intended  to  relieve  the 
demandant  from  the  effect  of  any  existing  bar ;  and  want  of  seizin 
was,  at  the  common  law,  a  fatal  bar.  The  statute  of  limitations  of 
Virginia,  of  19th  December,  1792,  c  77,  which,  as  to  this  point,  is  a 
revisal  of  the  old  statute,  limits  a  writ  of  right  upon  ancestral  seizin, 
to  50  years,  and  upon  the  demandant's  own  seizin,  to  30  years  next 
before  the  teste  of  the  writ  It  is,  therefore,  incumbent  on  the  de- 
mandant to  prove  a  seizin  within  the  time  of  limitation ;  othervdse, 
he  is  without  remedy ;  and  if  so,  it  must  be  involved  in  tike  issue 
joined  on  the  mere  right.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  act 
of  1786  did  not  mean  to  change  the  nature  of  the  inquiry  as  to  the 
tities  of  the  parties,  but  merely  to  remedy  some  of  the  inconveniences 
in  the  modes  of  proceeding. 

If,  then,  an  actual  seizin  or  seizin  in  deed,  be  necessary  to  be 
proved,  it  becomes  material  to  inquire  what  constitutes  such  a  seizin. 
It  has  been  supposed,  in  argument,  that  an  actual  entry  under  title,  and 
perception  of  esplees  were  necessary  to  be  proved  in  order  to  show 
an  actual  seizin.  But  this  is  far  from  being  true,  even  at  the  common 
law.  There  are  cases  in  which  there  is  a  constructive  seizin  in  deed, 
which  is  sufficient  for  all  the  purposes  of  action  in  legal  intendment. 
In  Hargrave's  note,  3  Co.  Litt  29,  a,  it  is  said,  that  an  entry  is  not 
always  necessary  to  give  a  seizin  in  deed ;  for  if  the  land  be  in  lease 
for  years,  curtesy  may  be  without  entry  or  even  receipt  of  rent.  The 
same  is  the  doctrine  as  to  a  seizin  in  a  case  otpossessio  fratris.  So  if  a 
grantee  or  heir  of  several  parcels  of  land  in  the  same  country 
enter  into  one  *  parcel  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  where  there  [  *  246  ] 
is  no  conflicting  possession,  the  law  adjudges  him  in  the 
actual  seizin  of  the  whole.  Litt  s.  417,  418.  In  like  manner,  if  a 
man  have  a  title  of  entry  into  lands,  but  dare  not  enter  for  fear  of 
bodily  harm,  and  he  approach  as  near  the  land  as  he  dare,  and  claim 
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the  land  as  his  own,  he  hath  presently,  by  such  claim,  a  possession 
and  seizin  in  the  lands,  as  well  as  if  he  had  entered  in  deed.  Litt 
8.  419.  And  livery  within  the  view  of  the  land  will,  under  circum- 
stances, give  the  feoffee  a  seizin  in  deed  as  effectually  as  an  actual 
entry.  There  are,  therefore,  cases  in  which  the  law  gives  the  party  a 
constructive  seizin  in  deed.  They  are  founded  upon  this  plain  rea- 
son, that  either  the  claim  is  made  sufficiently  notorious  by  an  actual 
entry  into  part,  of  which  the  vicinage  can  take  notice,  or  the  party 
has  done  all  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  he  was  bound 
to  do.  Lex  non  cogit  seu  ad  vana  aut  impossibilia.  The  same  is  the 
result  of  conveyances  deriving  their  effect  under  the  statute  of  uses ; 
for  there,  without  actual  entry  or  livery  of  seizin,  the  bargainee  has  a 
complete  seizin  in  deed;  Com.  Dig.  Uses,  [B.  1.]  [L]  Cro.  Eliz.  46; 
1  Cruise  Dig.  12;  Shep.  Touch.  223,  &c. ;  Harg.  Co.  Litt  271,  note. 
And  the  Kentucky  act  respecting  conveyances,  which  is,  in  substance, 
like  the  statute  of  uses,  gives  to  private  deeds  the  same  legal  effect. 

It  has,  however,  been  supposed,  in  argument,  that  not  only  an 
actual  seizin  or  complete  investiture  of  the  land,  but  also  a  percep- 
tion of  the  profits,  or,  as  it  is  technically  called,  a  taking  of  the  esplees, 
is  absolutely  necessary  to  support  a  writ  of  right  It  cannot,  how- 
ever, be  admitted  that  the  taking  of  the  esplees  is  a  traversable 
averment  in  the  court  It  is  but  evidence  of  the  seizin ;  and  the  seizin 
in  deed  once  established,  either  by  a  pedis  positio,  or  by  construction 
of  law,  the  taking  of  the  esplees  is  a  necessary  inference  of  law.  If, 
therefore,  a  seizin  be  established,  although  the  land  be  leased  for  a 
term  of  years,  and  thereby  the  profits  belong  to  the  tenant,  stiU,  the 
legal  intendment  is  that  the  esplees  follow  the  seizin.  And  so  it 
would  be,  although  a  mere  trespasser,  without  claiming  title,  should 
actually  take  the  profits  during  the  time  of  the  seizin  alleged  and 
proved.     And,  indeed,  of  certain  real  property,  as  a  barren  rock,  a 

complete  seizin  may  exist  without  the  existence  of  esplees. 
[  *  247  ]  •  The  result  of  this  reasoning  is,  that  wherever  there  exists 
the  union  of  title  and  seizin  in  deed,  either  by  actual  entry 
and  livery  of  seizin,  or  by  intendment  of  law,  as  by  conveyances 
under  the  statute  of  uses,  or  in  the  other  instances  which  have  been 
before  stated,  there  the  espleps  are  knit  to  the  title,  so  as  to  enable 
the  party  to  maintain  a  writ  of  right.  And  it  will  be  found  extremely 
difficult  to  maintain  that  a  deed,  which,  by  the  lex  tori,  conveys  a  per- 
fect title  to  waste  and  vacant  lands,  without  further  ceremony,  will 
not  yet  enable  the  grantee  to  support  that  title  by  giving  him  the 
highest  remedy  applicable  to  it,  without  an  actual  entry. 

Let  us  now  consider  how  far  a  perfect  title  to  waste  and  vacant 
lands  can  be  considered  as  having  passed  by  a  patent  under  the  land 
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law  of  Virginia,  of  1779,  c«  13.  It  is  argued  that  such  a  patent  con- 
Teys  only  a  right  or  title  of  entry,  which,  until  consummated  by  act- 
ual possession,  gives  the  patentee  no  actual  investiture  or  seizin  of  the 
land ;  and  it  is  likened  to  the  case  of  a  patent  from  the  crown.  Some 
countenance  is  lent  by  authority  to  this  position,  so  feur  as  respects 
patents  from  the  crown ;  but  a  careful  examination  will  be  found  by 
no  means  to  establish  its  correctness.  No  livery  of  seizin  is  necessary 
to  perfect  a  title  by  letters-patent.  The  grantee,  in  such  case,  takes 
by  matter  of  record;  and  the  law  deems  the  grant  of  record  of  equal 
notoriety  with  an  actual  tradition  of  the  land  in  the  view  of  vicinage. 
The  contrary  is  the  fact,  as  to  feoifments.  The  deed  is  inoperative 
without  livery  of  seizin.  This  difference  alone  would  seem  to  carry 
a  pretty  strong  implication  that  actual  seizin  passed  by  operation  of 
law,  on  a  patent  from  the  crown ;  for  it  is  the  union  of  a  right  and 
seizin  that  constitutes  a  perfect  title ;  and  when  once  the  law  has 
declared  a  title  perfect,  it  must  include  every  thing  necessary  to  pro- 
duce that  effect  Accordingly,  we  find  it  expressly  held  in  Barwick's 
case,  5  Co.  94,  that  letters-patent  under  the  Great  Seal  do  amount  to 
a  livery  in  law.  What  is  a  livery  in  law,  but  such  an  act  as,  in  legal 
contemplation,  amounts  to  a  delivery  of  seizin?  If,  for  instance,  a 
feoffinent  include  divers  parcels  of  land  in  the  same  county,  livery  of 
seizin  of  one  parcel,  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  is  livery  of  all  not  in  an 
adverse  seizin.  This,  therefore,  as  to  all  the  parcels  except 
that  whereof  livery  is  actually  made,  is  but  a  •livery  in  law;  [  *  248  ] 
and  yet  to  all  intents  and  purposes  it  is  as  effectual  as  livery 
in  deed.  And  it  was  upon  the  footing  of  this  doctrine  that,  in  Bar- 
wick's case,  the  court  held  that  the  conveyance  of  a  freehold  by  let- 
ters-patent to  commence  in  ftUtiro^  was  void  as  much  as  if  the  con- 
veyance had  been  by  feoffment ;  because  in  neither  case  could  there 
be  a  present  livery  of  the  future  freehold  estate.  The  livery  must 
operate  at  the  time  when  it  is  made,  or  not  at  alL  It  is  not,  therefore, 
admitted  by  this  court,  that  letters-patent  of  the  crov^m  do  not  convey 
a  perfect  title,  where  there  is  no  interfering  possession. 

But  even  admitting  it  were  otherwise,  still,  we  think  a  patent  under 
the  land  law  of  Virginia  must  be  considered  as  a  statute  grant,  which 
is  to  have  all  the  legal  effects  attached  to  it,  which  the  legislature 
intended.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  legislature  were  competent 
to  give  their  patentees  a  perfect  title  and  possession  without  actual 
entry.  Have  they  so  done  ?  We  think  that  it  is  impossible,  looking 
to  the  language  of  their  acts,  or  the  state  of  the  country,  to  doubt 
that  the  whole  legal  estate  and  seizin  of  the  commonwealth  in  the 
lands,  passed  to  the  patentee,  upon  the  issuing  of  his  patent,  in  ai$ 
full  an  extent  and  beneficial  a  manner,  (subject  only  to  the  rights  of 
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the  commonwealth,)  as  the  commonwealth  itself  held  them.  At  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  act  of  1779|  Eentacky  was  a  wilderness. 
It  was  the  hamit  of  savages  and  beasts  of  prej.  Actoal  entxy  or 
possession  was  impracticable ;  and,  if  practicable,  it  conld  answer  no 
beneficial  purpose.  It  conld  create  no  notoriety ;  it  conld  be  evidence 
to  no  vicinage  of  a  change  of  the  property.  An  entry,  therefore, 
would  have  been  a  vain  and  useless  and  perilons  act ;  and  if  there 
ever  was  a  case  in  which  the  maxim  wonld  apply  that  the  law  does 
not  oblige  to  vain  or  impossible  things,  we  think  it  is  sndi  a  one  as 
the  present.  There  is  no  pretence  that  the  legislature  have  ex- 
pressly made  an  entry  a  prerequisite  to  the  completion  of  the  title. 
Such  a  prerequisite,  if  it  exist  at  all,  must  arise  from  mere  implica- 
tion only,  and  under  circnmstanoes  which  wonld  render  it  nugatory 
or  absurd.  We  do  not,  therefore,  feel  at  liberty  to  insert  in  the  ope* 
ration  of  the  grant  a  limitation  which  the  law  has  not  of  itself  inter- 
posed. 
[  *  249  ]  *  And  this  leads  us  to  say,  that  even  if,  at  common  law, 
an  tLctaal  pedis  posUio,  followed  up  by  an  actual  perception 
of  the  profits,  were  necessary  to  maintain  a  writ  of  right,  which  we 
do  not  admit,  the  doctrine  would  be  inapplicable  to  the  waste  and 
vacant  lands  of  our  country.  The  common  law  itself,  in  many  cases, 
dispenses  with  such  a  rule ;  and  the  reason  of  the  rule  itself  ceases 
when  applied  to  a  mere  wilderness.  The  object  of  the  law  in  requir- 
ing actual  seizin  was  to  evince  notoriety  of  title  to  the  neighborhood, 
and  the  consequent  burdens  of  feudal  duties.  In  the  simplicity  o£ 
ancient  times  there  were  no  means  of  ascertaining  titles  but  by  the 
visible  seizin ;  and,  indeed,  there  was  no  other  mode,  between  sub- 
jects, of  passing  title,  but  livery  of  the  land  itself  by  the  symbolical 
delivery  of  turf  and  twig.  The  moment  that  a  tenant  was  thus 
seized,  he  had  a  perfect  investiture ;  and  if  ousted,  could  maintain 
his  action  in  the  realty,  altiiough  he  had  not  been  long  enough  in  pos- 
session even  to  touch  the  esplees.  The  very  object  of  the  rule,  there- 
fore, was  notoriety,  to  prevent  frauds  upon  the  lord  and  upon  the 
other  tenants.  But  in  a  mere  uncultivated  country,  in  wild  and  im- 
penetrable woods,  in  the  sullen  and  solitary  haunts  of  beasts  of  prey, 
what  notoriety  could  an  entry,  a  gathering  of  a  twig  or  an  acorn 
convey  to  civilized  man  at  the  distance  of  hundreds  of  miles  ?  The 
resison  of  the  rule  could  not  apply  to  such  a  state  of  things ;  and  ceS" 
sante  rationej  cessat  ipsa  lex.  We  are  entirely  satisfied  that  a  con- 
veyance of  wild  or  vacant  lands  gives  a  constructive  seizin  thereof, 
in  deed,  to  the  grantee,  and  attaches  to  him  all  the  legal  remedies 
incident  to  the  estate.  A  fortiori^  this  principle  appUes  to  a  patent ; 
since,  at  the  common  law,  it  imports  a  livery  in  law.   Upon  any  other 
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constmction,  infinite  mischiefs  would  result  Titles  by  descent  and 
devise,  and  purchase,  where  the  parties  from  whom  the  title  was  de^ 
rived  was  never  in  actual  seizin,  would,  upon  principles  of  the  com- 
mon law,  be  utterly  lost 

As  to  the  sixth  question.  We  are  of  opinion  that  in  Kentucky,  a 
patent  is  the  completion  of  the  legal  title  of  the  party ;  and  it  is  the 
legal  title  only  that  can  come  in  controversy  in  a  writ  of  right  The 
previous  stages  of  title  are  merely  equitable,  which  a  court  of  chan- 
cery may  enforce,  but  a  court  of  common  law  will  not  entertain.  In 
this  opinion,  we  adopt  the  principles  which  the  courts  of 
•Kentucky  have  been  understood  uniformly  to  sanction.  [  •SSO  ] 
And  this  opinion  is  also  an  answer  to  the  seventh  question. 

As  to  the  eighth  question.  We  are  of  opinion  that  a  better  sub- 
sisting adverse  title  in  a  thurd  person,  is  no  defence  in  a  writ  of  right. 
That  writ  brings  into  controversy  only  the  mere  rights  of  the  parties 
to  the  suit 

As  to  the  ninth  question.  We  have  already  expressed  our  opinion 
that  tenants  claiming  different  parcels  of  land  by  distinct  titles  can- 
not be  joined  in  a  writ  of  right  If«  however,  they  omit  to  plead  in 
abatement  and  join  the  mise,  it  is  an  admission  that  they  are  joint- 
tenants  of  the  whole ;  and  the  verdict,  if  for  the  demandant  for  any 
parcel  of  the  land,  may  be  general,  that  he  hath  more  mere  right  to 
hold  the  same  than  the  tenants ;  and  if  of  any  parcel  for  the  tenants, 
that  they  have  more  mere  right  to  hold  the  same  than  the  demandant 

As  to  the  tenth  question.  The  general  rule  is,  that  if  a  man  enter 
into  lands,  having  title,  his  seizin  is  not  bounded  by  his  actual  occu- 
pancy, but  is  held  to  be  coextensive  with  his  title.  But  if  a  man 
enter  without  title,  his  seizin  is  confined  to  his  possession  by  metes 
and  bounds.  In  the  case  put  by  the  court  below,  the  first  patentee 
had  the  better  legal  title ;  and  his  seizin  presently,  by  virtue  of  his 
patent,  gave  him  the  best  mere  right  to  the  whole  land,  upon  the  prin- 
ciples which  we  have  already  stated.  A  fortiori,  he  must  have  the 
best  mere  right  to  the  land  not  included  in  the  actual  close  of  the 
second  patentee.  For,  by  construction  of  law,  he  has  the  eldest 
seizin  as  well  as  the  eldest  patent 

As  to  the  eleventh  point  We  are  of  opinion,  that  if  a  man  having 
title  to  land  enter  into  a  part  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  he  is,  upon 
common  law  principles,  adjudged  in  seizin  of  the  whole,  notwith- 
standing an  adverse  seizin  thereof.  But  if  the  land  be  in  the  seizin 
of  several  tenants  claiming  diiSerent  parcels  thereof  in  severalty,  an 
entry  into  the  parcel  held  by  one  tenant  will  not  give  seizin  of  the  par- 
cels held  by  the  dther  tenants ;  but  there  must  be  an  entry  into  each ; 
Co.  Idtt  252,  b.    By  parity  of  reason,  an  entry  into  a  parcel  which 

10* 
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IB  vacant,  will  not  give  seizin  of  a  parcel  which  is  in  an  adverse  seizin. 

Bnt  an  entry  into  the  last  parcel,  in  the  name  of  the  whole, 
[  *  251  ]  will  ennre  as  an  *  entry  into  the  vacant  parcel    It  does  not 

appear,  in  the  question  pat  by  the  conxt  below,  into  which 
parcel  the  entry  is  supposed  to  be  made. 

Such  are  the  unanimous  opinions  of  this  court,  which  are  to  be 
certified  to  the  circuit  court  of  Kentucky. 

7  W.  27}  2  P. .201 }  8  P.  99;  5  P.  319,  485;  6P.  691 ;  9  P. 711;  10  P.  177;  12  P.  410; 

3R674;9H.421. 


Carter's  Heirs  v.  Cutting  and  Wife. 

8  C.  251. 

An  appeal  lies  to  this  oonrt  from  the  sentence  of  the  drcnit  court  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, affirming  the  sentence  of  the  orphan's  court  of  Alexandria  connty,  which  dismissed  a 
petition  to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will. 

/o\A/4  ^^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^  appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  Dbtdct  of 

"^^^r  Columbia. 

E.  J.  Lee^  for  the  appellants. 

Tat/lor  J  for  the  appellees. 

March  11th.  Stort,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court)  as 
follows :  — 

The  appellants,  who  are  heirs  at  law  of  SaUy  Carter)  deceased, 
petitioned  the  orphan's  court  of  the  county  of  Alexandria  to  revoke 
and  repeal  the  probate  of  a  will  of  the  said  Sally  Carter,  procured  by 
the  respondents,  upon  the  ground  that  the  said  will  was  admitted  to 
probate  without  notice  to  the  appellants,  and  that  the  supposed  testa- 
trix was  an  inhabitant  of  and  resident  in  Virginia  at  the  time  of  her 
death,  and  left  no  assets,  real  or  personal,  or  debts  in  the  county  of 
Alexandria.  The  orphan's  court,  without  issuing  a  summons  to  the 
respondents,  dismissed  the  petition,  and  upon  an  appeal  this  dismissal 
was  confirmed  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Two  objections  have  been  taken  to  the  sustaining  of  the  appeal  to 
this  court  1.  That  by  the  act  of  congress  of  27th  February,  1801, 
c  86,  s.  12,^    it   is    enacted  that  on    appeals   from  the  orphan's 

}  2  StatB.  at  Large,  107. 
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•court  to  the  circuit  court,  the  latter  "  shall  therein  have  [  *  252  ] 
all  the  powers  of  the  chancellor  "  of  the  State  of  Maryland ; 
and  by  the  laws  of  Maryland  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  in  a  like 
case  would  be  final  2.  That  the  decree  of  dismissal  is  not  any  final 
judgment,  order,  or  decree  of  the  circuit  court  wherein  the  matter 
in  dispute,  exclusive  of  costs,  exceeds  one  hundred  dollars. 

The  majority  of  the  court  cannot  yield  assent  to  the  validity  of 
either  of  these  objections.  As  to  the  first,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  conclusiveness  of  its  sentence  forms  no  part  of  the  essence  of  the 
powers  of  the  court.  Its  powers  to  act  are  as  ample,  independent  of 
their  final  quality,  as  with  it  Besides  the  act  of  February,  27, 1801, 
s.  8,  has  expressly  allowed  an  appeal  firom  <<  all  final  judgments,  orders, 
and  decrees  of  the  circuit  courts  "  where  the  matter  in  dispute  ex* 
ceeds  the  limited  value,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  context  to  narrow 
the  ordinary  import  of  the  language.  *  We  cannot  admit  that  con- 
struction to  be  a  sound  one,  which  seeks  by  remote  inferences  to 
withdraw  a  case  firom  the  general  provisions  of  a  statute,  which  is 
clearly  within  its  words,  and  perfectly  consistent  with  its  intent  The 
case  of  Young  v.  The  Bank  of  Alexandria,  4  Cranch,  384,  is,  in  our 
judgment,  decisive  against  this  objection. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  it  is  conceded  by  both  parties  that  the 
estate  devised  to  the  respondent,  Sally  C.  Cutting,  is  worth  several 
thousand  dollars.  If,  then,  the  probate  of  the  will  had  any  legal 
operation  and  was  not  merely  void,  the  controversy  cus  to  the  validity 
of  that  probate  was  a  matter  in  dispute  equal  to  the  value  of  the. 
estate  devised  away  firom  the  heirs.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
orphan's  court  had  jurisdiction  to  allow  probate  of  wills  made  by 
persons  in  foreign  States ;  and  that  probate,  once  allowed,  operated 
as  a  sentence  affirming  the  validity  of  such  wills  between  the  parties, 
so  far  as  the  lex  loci  could  give  them  operation.  It  is  understood 
that  a  vrill  regularly  proved  in  another  State,  in  strict  conformity  with 
the  lav^rs  of  that  State,  acquires,  if  it  possess  the  other  legal  requi- 
sites, a  binding  efficacy  in  Virginia,  so  that  it  may  be  admitted  to 
record  there.  The  estete  devised  is  understood  to  be  situ- 
ated •in  Virginia,  and  the  title  of  the  heirs  thereto  would  [  *  253  ] 
consequently  be  affected  by  the  probate  in  this  district  The 
probate  then  not  being  merely  void,  but  affecting  the  title  to  lands 
exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  in  value  is  a  matter  in  controversy 
beyond  that  value  within  the  purview  of  the  act  of  1801. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  dismissing  the  petition  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  is  to  be  remanded  to  that  court,  with  directions  to 
proceed  to  a  hearing  upon  the  merits. 
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Thb  Vbnub,  Rab,  Master. 

8  C.  253. 

lO    ^  /"^  If  the  shipper  of  goods  send  with  them  an  offer,  in  writing,  to  the  consignee,  to  become 
'         jointly  interested  in  the  consignment,  nntil  the  offer  is  accepted,  the  consignor  is  the  sole 


^     "  /  owner. 

W  '^  ^^  Under  the  act  of  December  31, 1792,  s.  4,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  289,)  if  the  oath  describe  one 
/  U  ioO  of  the  owners  as  "of  the  city  of  New  York,"  when  he  is  domiciled  in  England,  the  ressel 
^WA  ^Oi    M  forfeited. 

A^  A    ■  ^^  forfeitore  of  property  to  the  goTemment,  predndes  the  owner  from  making  a  daim  in 
/  Wi  (^  ^  c^     a  prize  proceeding,  thongh  no  steps  have  been  taken  tb  enforce  the  forieitnre. 
^  -f    ^  '^^      Domicil  of  a  nentral,  or  citizen,  in  an  enemy's  country,  snbjects  his  property  embaiked  in 
/  r      /  ^  trade,  to  captnre  on  the  high  seas. 

If  he  cause  property  to  be  shipped  before  war  be  declared,  or  before  its  dedanUion  be  known, 

it  b,  like  other  enemies'  property,  liable  to  capture. 
Bat  these  effects  of  domicile  cease  frx>m  the  moment  he  puts  himself  in  motion,  hai^  fid^  to 
quit  the  country,  intending  not  to  return. 

Appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  ciicnit  court  for  the  district  of 
Massachusetts. 

The  following  were  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  stated  by  Washing- 
ton, J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court :  — 

This  is  the  case  of  a  vessel  which  sailed  from  Great  Britain,  with 
a  cargo  belonging  to  the  respective  claimants,  as  was  contended,  be- 
fore the  declaration  of  war  by  the  United  States  against  Ghreat  Britain 
was  or  could  have  been  known  by  the  shippers.  She  sailed  from 
"^  Liverpool  on  the  4th  of  July,  1813,  under  a  British  license,  for  the 
port  of  New  York,  and  was  captured  on  the  6th  of  August,  1812, 
by  the  American  privateer  Dolphin,  and  sent  into  the  district  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, where  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  libelled  in  the  district 
court. 

The  ship,  100  casks  of  white  lead,  160  crates  of  earthenware,  35 
cases  and  3  casks  of  copper,  9  pieces  of  cotton  bagging,  and  a  quan- 
tity of  coal,  were  claimed  by  Lenox  and  Maitland. 

198  packages  of  merchandise  and  25  pieces  of  cotton  bagging 

were  claimed  by  Jonathan  Amory,  as  the  joint  property  of 

[•254]  James  Lenox,  William  Maitland,  and  Alexander  •M'Gre- 

gor ;  not  distinguishing  the  proportions  of  each ;  but  the  25 

pieces  of  cotton  bagging  were  afterwards  claimed  by  M'Gregor  as 

his  sole  property,  and  also  5  trunks  of  merchandise. 

21  trunks  of  merchandise  were  claimed  by  James  Magee,  of  New 
York,  as  the  joint  property  of  himself  and  John  S.  Jones,  residing  in 
Great  Britain. 
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The  district  court,  on  the  preparatory  evidence,  decreed  restitution 
to  Magee  and  Jones,  and  also  to  Lenox  and  Maitland,  except  as  to 
the  100  casks  of  white  lead ;  as  to  which,  and  as  to  the  claim  of 
AFGhregor,  farther  proof  was  ordered. 

From  this  decree,  so  far  as  it  ordered  restitution  of  the  merchan- 
dise to  Magee  and  Jones,  and  to  Maitland,  and  of  the  ship  to  Lenox 
and  Maitland,  the  captors  appealed  to  the  circuit  court,  where  the 
decree  was  affirmed  pro  formd^  and  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court 

In  April,  1813,  the  cause  was  heard  on  farther  proof  in  the  district 
court;  and  in  August  the  claim  of  M'Gregor  was  rejected,  as  well 
as  that  of  Lenox  and  Maitland  to  the  white  lead.  But  at  another 
day,  on  a  further  hearing,  the  court  ordered  restitution  to  M'Gregor 
of  one  fourth  of  the  property  daimed  by  him,  and  condemned  the 
other  three  fourths  as  belonging  to  his  partners,  being  British  subjects. 
Botti  parties  appealed,  as  did  also  Lenox  and  Maitland,  in  relation  to 
the  white  lead.  A  pro  formd  decree  of  affirmance  was  made,  from 
"which  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court 

Maitland,  M'Gregor,  and  Jones  were  native  British  subjects,  who 
came  to  the  United  States  many  years  prior  to  the  present  war,  and, 
after:  the  regular  period  of  residence,  were  admitted  to  the  rights  of 
naturalization.  Some  time  after  this,  but  long  prior  to  the  declara- 
tion of  war,  they  returned  to  Great  Britain,  settled  themselves  there, 
and  engaged  in  the  trade  of  that  country,  where  they  were  found 
carrying  on  their  commercial  business  at  the  time  these  shipments 
were  made,  and  at  the  time  of  the  capture.  Maitland  is 
yet  *  in  Great  Britain,  but  has,  since  he  heard  of  the  capture,  [  *  255  ] 
expressed  his  anxiety  to  return  to  the  United  States ;  but 
has  been  prevented  from  doing  so  by  various  causes  set  forth  in  his 
affidavit  M'Gregor  actually  returned  to  the  United  States  some 
time  in  May  last    Jones  is  still  in  England; 

Pitman^  for  the  captors. 

Stockton^  Harper^  and  Dexter ^  for  the  claimants. 

•  Washington,  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  deU-  [  •273  ] 
vered  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

The  claims  of  Maitland,  M'Gregor,  and  Jones,  are  resisted,  in  totOf 
upon  an  objection  to  the  national  character  of  the  claim- 
ants. The  general  question  affecting  •  these  parties,  will,  [  *  274  ] 
for  the  present,  be  postponed  in  order  to  dispose  of  particu- 
lar objections  which  are  made  to  all  the  claims,  either  in  whole  or  in 
part,  and  which  will  depend  on  the  particular  circumstances  applying 
to  those  cfLses. 


118  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

The  Yeniu.    8  C. 

1.  The  first  claim  that  "will  be  considered  will  be  that  of  Lenox 
and  Maitland  to  the  100  casks  of  white  lead,  which,  it  is  contended, 
is  the  property  of  Thomas  Holloway,  an  acknowledged  British  sub- 
ject, but  shipped  in  June,  1812,  by  WUiam  Maitland  &  Co.,  (a  house 
established  in  Liverpool,  and  composed  of  William  Maitland  and 
James  Lenox,)  to  Lenox  and  Maitland,  a  house  established  at  New 
York,  and  composed  of  the  same  parties.  To  establish  the  fact  of 
property  in  Thomas  Holloway,  the  captor  relies  upon  the  following 
evidence :  The  original  bill  of  parcels,  inclosed  in  a  letter  under  date 
of  the  3d  of  July,  1812,  firom  William  Maitland  &  Co.,  to  Lenox  and 
Maitland,  which  is  headed  thus :  <<  Thomas  Holloway  bought  of  Thomas 
Walker  &  Co.,  lead  merchants,"  dated  June  2,  1812.  In  corrobo- 
ration of  this  primd  facie  evidence  of  property  in  Holloway,  the 
freight  and  primage  of  this  lead  is  cast  in  the  margin  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  but  not  so  upon  the  acknowledged  property  of  Lenox  and 
Maitland,  the  owners  of  the  ship,  and  included  in  the  same  bill  of 
lading ;  firom  which  circumstance  it  is  argued  that  this  article  did  not 
belong  to  Lenox  and  Maitland ;  since,  if  it  did,  no  fireight  could  have 
been  charged  on  it,  any  more  than  upon  the  other  parts  of  the  cargo 
cleiimed  by  them.  In  addition  to  this,  in  a  list  of  goods  shipped  by 
William  Maitland  &  Co.,  by  this  vessel,  on  account  of  and  consigned 
Jto  Lenox  and  Maitland,  and  inclosed  in  a  letter  of  the  22d  August, 
1812,  from  the  former  to  the  latter,  by  The  Lady  Gallatin,  all  the 
goods  claimed  by  that  house  separately,  and  also  by  them  and 
M'Gregor  jointly,  are  enumerated,  except  this  parcel  of  white  lead. 
This  evidence  is  certainly  very  strong  to  fix  a  hostile  character  on 
this  property ;  and  is  rendered  conclusive  by  the  omission  of  Maitland, 
in  his  affidavit  made  under  the  order  for  further  proof,  to  say  any 
thing  in  relation  to  the  white  lead,  although  he  is  very  particular  as 
to  all  the  other  property  claimed  by  Lenox  and  Maitland,  and  by 

that  house  jointly  with  M'Gregor.     This  court  is,  therefore, 
[  *  275  ]  •  of  opinion  that  the  court  below  did  right  in  rejecting  this 
claim. 

2.  The  next  claim  to  be  considered,  is  that  of  Magee  and  Jones  to 
a  part  of  the  cargo  on  board  of  this  vessel.  Magee  is  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  settled  in  New  York,  and  connected  with  Jones  in  a 
house  of  trade.  It  is  urged  by  the  captors  that  the  whole  of  this 
property  ought  to  have  been  condemned  as  the  sole  property  of  Jones. 
The  bill  of  lading  of  these  goods  expresses  them  to  be  shipped 
by  M'Gregor  &  Co.,  unto  and  on  account  of  James  Magee  &  Co., 
of  New  York.  The  invoice  is  signed  by  Jones,  at  Manchester,  in 
England,  and  describes  them  as  goods  to  be  shipped  on  board  The 
Venus,  and  to  be  consigned  to  James  Magee  &  Co.,  of  New  York ; 
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but  it  does  not  specify  on  whose  account  and  risk.  In  the  letter  from 
Jones  to  Magee,  dated  the  1st  of  July,  1812,  covering  an  invoice  of 
these  goods,  he  says,  <'  they  are  to  be  sold  on  joint  account,  or  on 
mine  at  your  option."  The  whole  question,  as  to  the  exclusive  prop- 
erty of  Jones  in  these  goods,  is  rested,  by  the  captors,  upon  the  above 
expressions  giving  an  option  to  Magee  to  be  jointly  concerned  or  not 
in  the  shipment  The  question  of  law  is,  in  whom  the  right  of  prop- 
erty was  at  the  time  of  capture?  To  effect  a  change  of  property  as 
between  seller  and  buyer,  it  is  essential  that  there  should  be  a  contract 
of  sale  agreed  to  by  both  parties ;  and  if  the  thing,  agreed  to  be  sold, 
is  to  be  sent  by  the  vendor  to  the  vendee,  it  is  necessary  to  the  per- 
fection of  the  contract  that  it  should  be  delivered  to  the  purchaser  or 
to  his  agent,  which  the  master,  to  many  purposes,  is  considered  to  be. 
The  only  evidence  of  a  contract,  such  as  is  now  set  up,  appears  in  the 
affidavit  of  Magee ;  who  states  that,  in  1810,  he  was  in  England,  and 
agreed  with  Jones  that  the  latter  should  ship  goods  on  joint  account, 
when  the  intercourse  between  the  two  countries  should  be  opened ; 
and  that,  in  consequence  of  this  agreement,  the  present  shipment 
was  made.  Now  admit  that  such  an  agreement  was  made,  yet  the 
delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  master  of  the  vessel  was  not  for  the 
use  of  Magee  and  Jones,  any  more  than  it  was  for  the  use  of  the 
shipper  solely;  and,  consequently,  it  amounted  to  nothing  so  as  to 
divest  the  property  out  of  the  slupper,  until  Magee  should 
elect  to  take  them  on  joint  account,  or  •to  act  as  the  [  •276  ] 
agent  of  Jones.  Until  this  election  was  made,  the  goods 
were  at  the  risk  of  the  shipper,  which  is  conclusive  as  to  the  right 
of  property. 

3.  The  next  daim  is  that  of  Lenox  and  Maitland  to  the  ship.  The 
&cts  in  relation  to  this  subject  are,  that  James  Lenox,  as  joint  owner 
with  W.  Maitland,  of  this  ship,  obtained,  in  November,  1811,  a  regis- 
ter for  her,  which  was  granted  upon  his  oath,  that  he,  together  with 
W.  Maitland,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  merchant,  were  the  only 
owners.  At  this  time,  Maitland  was  domiciled  in  Great  Britain ;  and 
it  is  cQutended  that  the  statement,  that  Maitland  was  of  New  York, 
was  untrue,  and  subjected  the  vessel  to  forfeiture,  under  the  act  of 
congress  of  the  31st  of  December,  1792 ;  and  that,  although  no  claim 
is  interposed  for  the  United  States,  still,  the  forfeiture  produced  by 
the  misconduct  of  Lenox,  is  sufficient  to  turn  him  out  of  court,  what- 
ever disposition  may  ultimately  be  made  of  the  property.  The  rule 
of  the  prize  court  is  correctly  stated  in  this  argument ;  and  the  only 
question  is,  whether  a  forfeiture  did  accrue  to  the  United  States. 
The  act  of  congress  directs  that  the  owner  who  takes  the  oath,  in  case 
there  are  more  than  one  owner,  shall,  in  his  oath,  specify  the  names 
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and  places  of  abode  of  such  owners,  and  that  they  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  if  such  be  the  fact;  and  if  one  or  more  of  them  reside 
abroad,  as  a  partner  or  partners  in  a  copartnership  consisting  of  citi« 
zens,  and  carrying  on  trade  with  the  United  States,  that  such  is  the 
case.  The  law  then  proceeds  to  declare,  that  if  any  of  the  matters  of 
fact  in  the  said  oath  alleged,  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party  swear- 
ing, shall  not  be  tme,  the  ship  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States. 
It  cannot  be  denied  that,  at  the  time  this  oath  was  taken,  W.  Mait- 
land  was  a  resident  merchant  of  Great  Britain,  carrying  on  trade  with 
the  United  States ;  a  fact  totally  inconsistent  with  that  alleged  in  the 
oath,  that  he  was  of  the  city  of  New  York.  It  is  probable,  and  the 
court  is  willing  to  believe,  that  this  statement  was  innocently  made, 
mider  a  misconception  of  the  real  character  which  the  foreign  domicile 
of  Maitland  had  impressed  upon  him.  But  still,  the  law  required 
explicitness  on  this  point,  and  marked  the  distinction  between  a  per- 
son  residing  abroad,  and  one  residing  within  the  United 
[  *  277  ]  States.  It  must  be  admitted,  in  point  of  law,  *  that  the  fact 
sworn  to  by  Lenox  was  not  true ;  and  the  consequence  is  a 
forfeiture  of  the  ship  to  the  United  States.  The  claim,  therefore,  of 
Lenox  and  Maitland  to  this  vessel  must  be  rejected.  What  order 
shall  be  made  as  to  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  property,  must 
depend  upon  the  opinion  which  this  court  may  give  in  some  other 
cases  touching  this  subject 

The  great  question  involved  in  this,  and  many  other  of  the  prize 
cases  which  have  been  argued,  is,  whether  the  property  of  these 
claimants  who  were  settled  in  Great  Britain,  and  engaged  in  the 
commerce  of  that  country,  shipped  before  they  had  a  knowledge  of 
the  war,  but  which  was  captured,  after  the  declaration  of  war,  by  an 
American  cruizer,  ought  to  be  condemned  as  lawful  prize.  It  is  con- 
tended by  the  captors,  that  as  these  claimants  had  gained  a  domicile 
in  Great  Britain,  and  continued  to  enjoy  it  up  to  the  time  when  war 
was  declared,  and  when  these  captures  were  made,  they  must  be  con- 
sidered as  British  subjects,  in  reference  to  this  property,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  it  may  legally  be  seized  as  prize  of  war,  in  like  manner 
as  if  it  had  belonged  to  real  British  subjects.  But  if  not  so,  it  is  then 
insisted,  that  these  claimants  having,  after  their  naturalization  in  the 
United  States,  returned  to  Great  Britain,  the  country  of  theur  birth, 
and  there  resettled  themselves,  they  became  redintegrated  British 
subjects,  and  ought  to  be  considered  by  this  court  in  the  same  light 
as  if  they  had  never  emigrated.  On  the  other  side  it  is  argued,  that 
American  citizens  settled  in  the  country  of  the  enemy,  as  these  per- 
sons were,  at  the  time  war  was  declared,  were  entitled  to  a  reasonable 
time  to  elect,  after  they  knew  of  the  war,  to  remain  there,  or  to  return 
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to  the  United  States ;  and  that,  until  such  election  was,  bond  fide^ 
made,  the  courts  of  this  country  are  hound  to  consider  them  as  Ame- 
rican citizens,  and  their  property  shipped  before  they  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  make  this  election,  as  being  protected  against  American 
capture. 

There  being  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts  upon  which  the  domicile  of 
these  claimcmts  is  asserted,  the  questions  of  law  alone  remain  to  be 
considered.  They  are  two.  First,  By  what  means,  and  to  what  ex- 
tent, a  national  character  may  be  impressed  upon  a  person, 
different  *  from  that  which  permanent  allegiance  gives  him?  [  •  278  ] 
and  secondly.  What  are  the  legal  consequences  to  which 
this  acquired  character  may  expose  him,  in  the  event  of  the  war  tak- 
ing place  between  the  country  of  this  residence  and  that  of  this  birth, 
or  in  which  he  had  been  naturalized  ? 

1.  The  writers  upon  the  law  of  nations  distinguish  between  a  tem- 
porary residence  in  a  foreign  country,  for  a  special  purpose,  and  a 
residence  a^ompanied  with  an  intention  to  make  it  a  permanent 
place  oi  abode.  The  latter  is  styled  by  Vattel,  domicile,  which  he 
de£nes  to  be,  "  a  habitation  fixed  in  any  place,  with  an  intention  of 
always  staying  there."  Such  a  person,  says  this  author,  becomes  a 
member  of  the  new  society,  at  least  as  a  permanent  inhabitant,  and 
is  a  kind  of  citizen  of  an  inferior  order  from  the  native  citizens  ;  but 
is,  nevertheless,  united  and  subject  to  the  society,  without  participat- 
ing in  all  its  advantages.  This  right  of  domicile,  he  continues,  is  not 
established,  unless  the  person  makes  sufficiently  known  his  intention 
of  fixing  there,  either  tacitly,  or  by  an  express  declaration.  Vatt 
p.  92,  93.  Grotius  nowhere  uses  the  word  domicile,  but  he  also 
distinguishes  between  those  who  stay  in  a  foreign  country  by  the 
necessity  of  their  affairs,  or  from  any  other  temporary  cause,  and 
those  who  reside  there  from  a  permanent  cause.  The  former  he  de- 
nominates strangers,  and  the  latter,  subjects ;  and  it  will  presently  be 
seen,  by  a  reference  to  the  same  author,  what  different  consequences 
these  two  characters  draw  after  them. 

The  doctrine  of  the  prize  courts,  as  well  as  of  the  courts  of  com- 
mon law,  in  England,  which,  it  was  hinted,  if  not  asserted,  in  argu- 
ment, had  no  authority  of  universal  law  to  stand  upon,  is  the  same 
with  what  is  stated  by  the  above  writers ;  except  that  it  is  less  general, 
and  confines  the  consequences  resulting  from  this  acquired  character 
to  the .  property  of  those  persons  engaged  in  the  commerce  of  the 
country  in  which  they  reside. 

It  is  decided  by  those  courts,  that  whilst  an  Englishman,  or  a  neu- 
tral, resides  in  a  hostile  country,  he  is  a  subject  of  that 
country,  and  is  to  be  considered  (even  *  by  his  own  or  na-  [  *  279  ] 
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five  country,  in  the  former  ease)  as  having  a  hostile  eharacter  im- 
pressed upon  him. 

In  deciding  whether  a  person  has  obtained  the  right  of  an  acquired 
domicile ;  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that  much,  if  any,  assistance  should 
be  derived  from  mere  elementary  writers  on  the  law  of  nations. 
They  can  only  lay  down  the  general  principles  of  law;  and  it  be- 
comes the  dutjr  of  courts  to  establish  rules  for  the  proper  application 
of  those  principles.  The  question,  whether  the  person  to  be  affected 
by  the  right  of  domicile  had  sufficiently  made  known  his  intention  of 
fixing  himself  permanently  in  the  foreign  country,  must  depend  upon 
aU  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  If  he  had  made  no  express  decla- 
ration on  the  subject,  and  his  secret  intention  is  to  be  discovered,  his 
acts  must  be  attended  to,  as  affording  the  most  satisfactory  evidence 
of  his  intention.  On  this  ground  it  is,  that  the  courts  of  England 
have  decided,  that  a  person  who  removes  to  a  foreign  country,  settles 
himself  there,  and  engages  in  the  trade  of  the  country,  furnishes,  by 
these  acts,  such  evidence  of  an  intention  permanently  to  reside  there, 
as  to  stamp  him  with  the  national  character  of  the  State  where  he 
resides.  In  questions  on  this  subject,  the  chief  point  to  be  considered, 
is  the  animus  manendi;  and  courts  are  to  devise  such  reasonable  rules 
of  evidence  as  may  establish  the  fact  of  intention.  If  it  sufficiently 
appear  that  the  intention  of  removing  was  to  make  a  permanent 
settlement,  or  for  an  indefinite  time,  the  right  of  domicile  is  acquired 
by  a  residence  even  of  a  few  days.  This  is  one  of  the  rules  of  the 
British  courts,  and  it  appears  to  be  perfectly  reasonable.  Another  is, 
that  a  neutral  or  subject,  found  residing  in  a  foreign  country  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  there  anim^  manendi;  and  if  a  state  of  war  should  bring 
his  national  character  into  question,  it  lies  upon  him  to  explain  the 
circumstances  of  his  residence.  The  Bemon,  1  Rob.  86,  102.  As 
to  some  other  rules  of  the  prize  courts  of  England,  particularly 
those  which  fix  a  national  character  upon  a  person  on  the  ground  of 
constructive  residence,  or  the  peculiar  nature  of  his  trade,  the  court  is 
not  called  upon  to  give  an  opinion  at  this  time :  because,  in  this  case, 

it  is  admitted  that  the  claimants  had  acquired  a  right  of 
[  •  280  ]  domicile  in  Great  *  Britain,  at  the  time  of  the  breaking  out 

of  the  war  between  that  country  and  the  United  States. 
2.  The  next  question  is,  what  are  the  consequences  to  which  this 
acquired  domicile  may  legally  expose  the  person  entitled  to  it,  in  the 
event  of  a  war  taking  place  between  the  government  under  which  he 
resides  and  that  to  which  he  owes  a  permanent  allegiance  ?  A  neu- 
tral in  his  situation,  if  he  should  engage  in  open  hostilities  with  the 
other  belligerent,  would  be  considered  and  treated  as  an  enemy.  A 
citizen  of  the  other  belligerent  could  not  be  so  considered,  because 
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he  could  not,  by  any  act  of  hostility,  render  himself^  strictly  speaking, 
an  enemy,  contrary  to  his  permanent  allegiance.  But  although  he 
cannot  be  considered  an  enemy,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  yet 
he  is  deemed  such,  with  reference  to  the  seizure  of  so  much  of  his 
property  concerned  in  the  trade  of  the  enemy,  as  is  connected  with 
his  residence.  It  is  found  adhering  to  the  enemy.  He  is  himself 
adhering  to  the  enemy,  although  not  criminally  so,  unless  he  engages 
in  acts  of  hostility  against  his  native  country,  or,  probably,  refuses, 
when  required  by  his  country,  to  return.  The  same  rule,  as  to  prop- 
erty engaged  in  the  commerce  of  the  enemy,  applies  to  neutrals; 
and  for  the  same  reason.  The  converse  of  this  rule  inevitably  applies 
to  the  subject  of  a  belligerent  state  domiciled  in  a  neutral  country ; 
he  is  deemed  a  neutral  by  both  belligerents,  with  reference  to  the 
trade  which  he  carries  on  with  the  adverse  belligerent,  and  with  all 
the  rest  of  the  world. 

But  this  national  character  which  a  man  acquires  by  residence, 
may  be  thrown  off  at  pleasure,  by  a  return  to  his  native  coimtry,  or 
even  by  turning  his  back  on  the  country  in  which  he  has  resided,  on 
his  way  to  another.  To  use  the  language  of  Sir  W.  Scott,  it  is  an 
adventitious  character  gained  by  residence,  and  which  ceases  by  non- 
residence.  It  no  longer  adheres  to  the  party  from  the  moment  he 
puts  himself  in  motion,  bond  fide ^  to  quit  the  coimtry  sine  animo  re* 
vertendi,  3  Bob.  17, 12.  The  Indian  Chief.  The  reasonableness  of 
this  rule  can  hardly  be  disputed.  Having  once  acquired  a  national 
character  by  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  he  ought  to  be  bound  by 
all  the  consequences  of  it,  until  he  has  thrown  it  off,  either 
by  an  actual  return  to  his  *  native  country,  or  to  that  where  [  *  281  ] 
he  was  naturalized,  or  by  commencing  his  removal,  bond 
fide,  and  without  an  intention  of  returning.  If  any  thing  short  of 
actual  removal  be  admitted  to  work*  a  change  in  the  national  charac- 
ter acquired  by  residence,  it  seems  perfectly  reasonable  that  the  evi- 
dence of  a  bond  fide  intention  to  remove  should  be  such  as  to  leave 
no  doubt  of  its  sincerity.  Mere  declarations  of  such  an  intention 
oaght  never  to  be  relied  upon,  when  contracBcted,  or  at  least  ren- 
dered doubtful,  by  a  continuance  of  that  residence  which  impressed 
the  character.  They  may  have  been  made  to  deceive ;  or,  if  sincerely 
made,  they  may  never  be  executed.  Even  the  party  himself  ought 
not  to  be  bound  by  them,  because  he  may  afterwards  find  reason  to 
change  his  determination,  and  ought  to  be  permitted  to  do  so.  But 
when  he  accompanies  those  declarations  by  acts  which  speak  a  lan- 
guage not  to  be  mistaken,  and  can  hardly  fail  to  be  consummated  by 
actual  removal,  the  strongest  evidence  is  afforded  which  the  nature 
of  such  a  case  can  furnish.    And  is  it  not  proper  that  the  courts  of  a 
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belligerent  nation  should  deny  to  any  person  the  right  to  nse  a 
character  so  equivocal,  as  to  put  it  in  his  power  to  claim  whichever 
may  best  suit  his  purpose,  when  it  is  called  in  question  ?  If  his  prop- 
erty be  taken  trading  with  the  enemy,  shall  he  be  allowed  to  shield 
it  from  confiscation,  by  alleging  that  he  had  intended  to  remove 
from  the  country  of  the  enemy  to  his  own,  then  neutral,  and,  there- 
fore, that,  as  a  neutral,  the  trade  was  lawful  ?  K  war  exist  between 
the  country  of  his  residence  and  his  native  country,  and  his  property 
be  seized  by  the  former,  or  by  the  latter,  shall  he  be  heard  to  say  in 
the  former  case,  that  he  was  a  domiciled  subject  of  the  country  of  the 
captor,  and  in  the  latter,  that  he  was  a  native  subject  of  the  country 
of  that  captor  also,  because  he  had  declared  an  intention  to  resume 
his  native  character ;  and  thus  to  parry  the  belligerent  rights  of  both? 
It  is  to  guard  against  such  inconsistencies,  and  against  the  frauds 
which  such  pretensions,  if  tolerated,  would  sanction,  that  the  rule 
above  mentioned  has  been  adopted.  Upon  what  sound  principle  can 
a  distinction  be  framed  between  the  case  of  a  neutral,  and  the  sub- 
ject of  one  belligerent  domiciled  in  the  country  of  the  other  at  the 
breaking  out  of  the  war  ?  The  property  of  each,  found  engaged  in 
the  commerce  of  their  adopted  country,  belonged  to  them, 
[  •  282  ]  •before  the  war,  in  their  character  of  subjects  of  that  coun- 
try, so  long  as  they  continued  to  retain  their  domicile ;  and 
when  a  state  of  war  takes  place  between  that  country  and  any  other, 
by  which  the  two  nations  and  all  their  subjects  become  enemies  to 
each  other,  it  follows  that  the  property,  which  was  once  the  property 
of  a  friend,  belongs  now,  in  reference  to  that  property,  to  an  enemy. 
This  doctrine  of  the  common  law  and  prize  courts  of  England  is 
founded,  like  that  mentioned  under  the  first  head,  upon  nationcd  law ; 
and  it  is  believed  to  be  strongly  supported  by  reason  and  justice.  It 
is  laid  down  by  Grotius,  p.  663,  "  that  all  the  subjects  of  the  enemy 
who  are  such  from  a  permanent  cause,  that  is  to  say,  settled  in  the 
country,  are  liable  to  the  law  of  reprisals,  whether  they  be  natives  or 
foreigners ;  but  not  so  if  they  are  only  trading  or  sojourning  for  a 
littie  time."  And  why,  it  may  be  confidentiy  asked,  should  not  the 
property  of  such  subjects  be  exposed  to  the  law  of  reprisals  and  of 
war,  so  long  as  the  owner  retains  his  acquired  domicile,  or,  in  the 
words  of  Grrotius,  continues  a  pennanent  residence  in  the  country  of 
the  enemy  ?  They  were  before,  and  continue  after  the  war,  bound, 
by  such  residence,  to  the  society  of  which  they  are  members,  subject 
to  the  laws  of  the  State,  and  owing  a  qualified  allegiance  thereto ; 
they  are  obliged  to  defend  it,  (with  an  exception  in  favor  of  such  a 
subject  in*  relation  to  his  native  country,)  in  return  for  the  protection 
it  affords  them,  and  the  privileges  which  the  laws  bestow  upon  them 
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as  subjects.  The  property  of  such  persons,  equally  with. that  of  the 
native  subjects  in  their  totality,  is  to  be  considered  as  the  goods  of 
the  nation,  in  regard  to  other  States.  It  belongs,  in  some  sort,  to  the 
State,  from  the  right  which  she  has  over  the  goods  of  its  citizens, 
which  make  a  part  of  the  sum  total  of  its  riches,  and  augment  its 
power.  Vatt  147,  and  also,  b.  1,  c  14,  s.  182.  In  reprisals,  con- 
tinues the  same  author,  we  seize  on  the  property  of  the  subject,  just 
as  we  would  that  of  the  sovereign ;  every  thing  that  belongs  to  the 
nation  is  subject  to  reprisals,  wherever  it  ca^  be  seized,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  a  deposit  intrusted  to  the  public  faith.  B.  2,  c.  18,  s.  344. 
Now  if  a  permanent  residence  constitutes  the  person  a  subject  of  the 
countary  where  he  is  settled,  so  long  as  he  continues  to  reside  there, 
and  subjects  his  property  to  the  law  of  reprisals,  as  a  part 
of  the  property  of  the  •  nation,  it  would  seem  difficult  to  [  *  283  ] 
maintain  that  the  same  consequences  would  not  follow  in 
the  case  of  an  open  and  public  war,  whether  between  the  adopted 
and  native  countries  of  persons  so  domiciled,  or  between  the  former 
and  any  other  nation.  If,  then,  nothing  but  an  actual  removal,  or  a 
bona  fide  beginning  to  remove,  can  change  a  national  character  ac- 
quired by  domicile,  and  if,  at  the  time  of  the  inception  of  the  voyage, 
as  well  as  at  the  time  of  capture,  the  property  belonged  to  such 
domiciled  person  in  his  character  of  a  subject,  what  is  there  that 
does,  or  ought  to  exempt  it  from  capture  by  the  privateers  of  his  na- 
tive country,  if,  at  the  time  of  capture,  he  continues  to  reside  in  the 
country  of  the  adverse  belligerent?  It  is  contended  that  a  native  or 
natoralized  subject  of  one  country,  who  is  surprised  in  the  country 
where  he  was  domiciled  by  a  declaration  of  war,  ought  to  have  time 
to  make  his  election  to  continue  there,  or  to  remove  to  the  country  to 
which  he  owes  a  permanent  allegiance ;  and  that,  imtil  such  election 
is  made,  his  property  ought  to  be  protected  from  capture  by  the 
croizers  of  the  latter.  This  doctrine  is  believed  to  be  as  unfounded 
in  reason  and  justice,  as  it  clearly  is  in  law.  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
founded  upon  a  presumption  that  the  person  will  certainly  remove, 
before  it  can  possibly  be  known  whether  he  may  elect  to  do  so  or  not. 
It  is  said  that  this  presumption  ought  to  be  made,  because,  upon 
receiving  information  of  the  wax,  it  will  be  his  duty  to  return  home. 
This  position  is  denied.  It  is  his  duty  to  conunit  no  acts  of  hostility 
against  his  native  country,  and  to  return  to  her  assistance  when  re- 
quired to  do  so ;  nor  will  any  just  nation,  regarding  the  mild  princi- 
ples of  the  law  of  nations,  require  him  to  take  arms  against  his 
native  country,  or  refuse  her  permission  to  him  to  withdraw  when- 
ever he  wishes  to  do  so,  unless  under  peculiar  circumstances,  which, 
by  such  removal  at  a  critical  period,  might  endanger  the  public  safe- 
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ty-  The  conventional  law  of  nations  is  in  confonnity  with  these 
principles.  It  is  not  uncommon  to  stipulate  in  treaties  that  the  sub- 
jects of  each  shall  be  allowed  to  remove  vrith  their  property,  or  to 
remain  unmolested.  Such  a  stipulation  does  not  coerce  those  sub- 
jects either  to  remove  or  to  remain.     They  are  left  free  to  choose  for 

themselves ;  and  when  they  have  made  their  election,  they 
[  *  284  ]  claim  the  right  of  enjoying  *  it  under  the  treaty.    But  until  the 

election  is  made,  their  former  character  continues  unchanged. 
Until  this  election  is  made,  if  his  property  found  upon  the  high 
seas,  engaged  in  the  commerce  of  his  adopted  country,  should  be  per- 
mitted, by  the  cruizers  of  the  other  belligerent,  to  pass  free,  under  the 
notion  that  he  may  elect  to  remove,  upon  notice  of  the  war,  and 
should  arrive  safe,  what  is  to  be  done  in  case  the  owner  of  it  should 
afterwards  elect  to  remain  where  he  is  ?  or,  if  captured  and  brought 
immediately  to  adjudication,  it  must,  upon  this  doctrine,  be  acquitted 
until  the  election  to  remain  is  made  and  known.  In  -short,  the  point 
contended  for  would  apply  the  doctrine  of  relation  to  cases  where 
the  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  it  may  gain  all,  and  can  lose  no- 
thing. If  he,  after  the  capture,  should  find  it  his  interest  to  remain 
where  he  is  domiciled,  his  property  embarked  before  his  election  was 
made,  is  safe ;  and  if  he  finds  it  best  to  return,  it  ia  safe  of  course* 
It  is  safe  whether  he  goes  or  stays.  This  doctrine,  producing  such 
contradictory  consequences,  is  not  only  unsupported  by  any  author- 
ity, but  it  would  violate  principles  long  and  well  established  in  the 
prize  courts  of  England,  and  which  ought  not,  without  strong  reasons 
which  may  render  them  inapplicable  to  this  country,  to  be  disregard- 
ed by  this  court  The  rule  there,  is,  that  the  character  of  property, 
during  war,  cannot  be  changed  in  transitu;  by  any  act  of  the  party, 
subsequent  to  the  capture.  The  rule,  indeed,  goes  further ;  as  to  the 
correctness  of  which,  in  its  greatest  extension,  no  opinion  need  now  be 
given ;  but  it  may  safely  be  affirmed  that  this  change  cannot  and 
ought  not  to  be  effected  by  an  election  of  the  owner  and  shipper  of  it 
made  subsequent  to  the  capture,  and,  more  especially,  after  a  know- 
ledge of  the  capture  is  obtained  by  the  owner.  Observe  the  conse- 
quences which  would  result  from  it  The  capture  is  made,  and 
known.  The  owner  is  allowed  to  deliberate  whether  it  is  his 
interest  to  remain  a  subject  of  his  adopted,  or  of  his  native  country. 
If  the  capture  be  made  by  the  former,  then  he  elects  to  be  a  subject 
of  that  country ;  if  by  the  latter,  then  a  subject  of  that  Can  such  a 
privileged  situation  be  tolerated  by  either  beUigerent  ?  Can  any  sys- 
tem of  law  be  correct,  which  places  an  individual  who  adheres  to 

one  belligerent,  and,  to  the  period  of  his  election  to  remove, 
[  •  285  ]  •contributes  to  increase  her  wealth,  in  so  anomalous  a  situ- 
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ation  as  to  be  clothed  with  the  privileges  of  a  neutral,  as  to  both 
belligerents?  This  notion  about  a  temporary  state  of  neutrality 
impressed  upon  a  subject  of  one  of  the  belligerents,  and  the  con- 
sequent exemption  of  his  property  from  capture  by  either,  until  he 
has  had  notice  of  the  war,  and  made  his  election,  is  altogether  a 
novel  theory,  and  seems,  from  the  course  of  the  argument,  to  owe  its 
origin  to  a  supposed  hardship  to  which  the  contrary  doctrine  exposes 
him.  But  if  Hie  reasoning  employed  on  this  subject  be  correct,  no 
such  hardship  can  exist.  For  if,  before  the  election  is  made,  his  pro* 
perty  on  the  ocean  is  liable  to  capture  by  the  cruizers  of  his  native 
and  deserted  country,  it  is  not  only  free  from  capture  by  those  of  his 
adopted  country,  but  is  under  its  protection.  The  privilege  is  sup- 
posed to  be  equal  to  the  disadvantage,  and  is  therefore  just.  The 
double  privilege  claimed  seems  too  unreasonable  to  be  granted. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  in  the  foregoing  opinion  respecting  the 
nature  and  consequences  of  domicile,  very  few  cases  have  been  re- 
ferred to.  It  was  thought  best  not  to  interrupt  the  chain  of  argu- 
ment, by  stopping  to  examine  cases;  but  faithfully  to  present  the 
essentisd  principles  to  be  extracted  from  those  which  were  cited  at 
the  bar,  or  which  have  otherwise  come  under  the  view  of  the  court, 
and  which  applied  to  the  subject  With  what  success  this  has  been 
executed,  is  not  for  me  to  decide.  But  there  are  two  or  three  cases 
which  seem  to  be  so  applicable,  and  at  the  same  time  so  conclusive 
on  the  great  points  of  this  question,  that  it  may  not  be  improper 
briefly  to  notice  them.  In  support  of  the  general  principles,  that  the 
national  character  of  the  owner  at  the  time  of  capture,  must  decide 
his  right  to  claim,*  and  that  a  subject  is  condemned  by  it,  even  in  the 
courts  of  his  native  country,  without  time  being  allowed  to  him  to 
elect  to  remove,  the  following  cases  may  be  referred  to.  In  the 
Boedes  Lust,  5  Rob.  247,  it  was  decided  that  the  property  of  a  resi- 
dent of  Demarara,  shipped  before  hostilities  of  any  kind  had  occurred 
between  Holland  and  Great  Britain,  but  which  was  captured  under 
an  embargo  declared  by  England  upon  Dutch  property,  as  prepara- 
tory to  war  which  ensued  soon  after  the  seizure,  was,  by  the  retroac- 
tive effect  of  the  war  applied  to  property  sp  seized,  to  be 
considered  *  as  the  property  of  an  enemy  taken  in  war.  In  [  *  286  ] 
this  case,  Sir  W.  Scott  lays  it  down,  that,  where  property 
is  taken  in  a  state  of  hostility,  the  universal  practice  has  ever  been 
to  hold  it  subject  to  condemnation,  although  the  claimants  may  have 
become  friends  and  subjects  prior  to  the  adjudication.  Tliis  case  is 
somewhat  stronger  than  the  present,  in  the  circumstance  that,  in  that, 
the  state  of  hostility,  alleged  to  have  existed  at  the  time  of  capture, 
was  made  out,  by  considering  the  subsequent  declaration  of  war  as 
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relating  back  to  the  time  of  seizure  under  the  embargo,  by  which 
reference  it  was  decided  to  be  a  hostile  embargo,  and  of  course  tan- 
tamount to  an  actual  state  of  war.  But  this  case  also  proves,  not 
only  that  the  hostile  character  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  capture 
establishes  the  legality  of  it,  but  that  no  Aiture  circumstance  chang- 
ing the  hostile  character  of  the  claimant  to  that  of  a  Mend  or  sub- 
ject, can  entitle  him  to  restitution.  Whether  the  6laimant,  in  this 
case,  was  a  neutral  or  a  British  subject,  does  not  appear.  But  if  the 
former,  it  will  not,  it  is  presumed,  be  contended  that  he  is,  upon  the 
principles  of  national  law,  less  to  be  favored  in  the  courts  of  the 
belligerent,  than  a  subject  of  that  nation  domiciled  in  the  country  of 
the  adverse  belligerent.  Whitehill's  case,  however,  referred  to  fre- 
quently in  Bobs.  Repeats,  comes  fully  up  to  the  present,  because  he 
was  a  British  subject,  who  had  settled  but  a  few  days  in  the  hostile 
country,  but  before  he  knew  or  could  have  known  of  the  declaration 
of  war ;  yet  as  he  went  there  with  an  intention  to  settle,  this,  con- 
nected with  his  residence,  short  as  it  was,  fixed  his  national  character, 
and  identified  him  with  the  enemy  of  the  country  he  had  so  recently 
quitted.  The  want  of  notice,  and  of  an  opportunity  to  extricate 
himself  from  a  situation  to  which  he  had  so  recently  and  so  inno- 
cently exposed  himself,  could  not  prevail  to  protect  his  property 
against  the  belligerent  rights  of  his  own  country,  and  to  save  it  from 
confiscation.  There  are  many  other  strong  cases  upon  these  points, 
which  I  forbear  to  notice  particularly,  from  an  unwillingness  to  swell 
this  opinion,  already  too  long. 

The  sentence  of  the  court  is  as  follows :  — 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  the  record, 
and  was  argued  by  counsel ;  on  consideration  whereof,  it  is 
[  •  287  ]  decreed  and  ordered  that  the  sentence  of  •  the  circuit  court 
of  Massachusetts  condemning  the  one  hundred  casks  of 
white  lead  claimed  by  Lenox  and  Maitland  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby  affirmed,  with  costs.  And  that  the  sentence  of  the  said  circuit 
court,  as  to  the  claim  of  Magee  and  Jones  to  twenty-one  trunks  of 
merchandise  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed  and  annulled  ;  and 
that  the  said  twenty-one  trunks  of  merchandise  be  condemned  to  the 
captors ;  and  that  the  sentence  of  the  said  circuit  court,  as  to  the  ship 
Venus,  claimed  by  Lenox  and  Maitland  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby 
reversed ;  and  that  the  said  ship  Venus  be  condemned,  the  one  half 
thereof  to  the  captors,  the  other  half  to  the  United  States,  under  the 
order  of  the  said  circuit  court  That  the  sentence  of  the  said  circuit 
court,  as  to  William  Maitland,  to  one  half  of  one  hundred  and  fifly 
crates  of  earthenware,  thirty-five  cases  and  three  casks  of  copper. 
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nioe  pieces  of  cotton  bagging,  and  twenty  and  four  twentieths  tons 
of  coal  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed,  and  that  the  same  be  con- 
denmed  to  the  captors ;  and  that  the  sentence  of  the  said  circuit  court, 
as  to  the  claim  of  Alexander  AFGregor  to  one  half  of  one  hundred 
and  ninety-eight  packages  of  merchandise  as  the  joint  property  of  him- 
self and  Lenox  and  Maitland,  and  of  the  claim  of  William  Maitland 
for  one  fourth  of  the  same  goods,  and  of  the  claim  of  Alexander 
M'Gregor  to  twenty-five  pieces  of  cotton  bagging  and  five  trunks  of 
merchandise  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed  and  annulled,  and 
that  the  same  be  condemned  to  the  captors ;  and  that  the  said  cause 
be  lemanded  to  the  said  circuit  court  for  further  proceedings  to  be 
had  therein. 

Johnson,  X,  declined  giving  an  opinion. 

Story,  J.  I  do  not  sit  in  this  cause ;  but  the  great  question  in- 
volved in  it,  respecting  the  effect  of  domicile  on  national  character, 
forms  the  leading  point  in  many  cases  before  the  court  Those  cases 
have  been  ably  and  fully  argued,  and  I  have  listened,  with  great  soli- 
citude and  attention,  to  the  discussion.  On  so  important  a  question, 
where  a  difference  of  opinion  has  been  expressed  on  the  bench,  I 
do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  vrithdraw  myself  firom  the  responsibility 
which  the  law  imposes  on  me.  The  parties  in  the  other  cases  have 
a  right  to  my  opinion ;  and,  however  painful  it  is,  in  the 
embarrassing  *  situation  in  which  I  stand,  to  declare  it,  I  [  *  288  ] 
shall  not  shrink  firom  what  I  deem  a  peremptory  duty.  The 
question  is  not  new  to  me.  It  has  been  repeatedly  before  me  in  the 
ciicnit  court,  and  has  been  applied  sometimes  to  relieve  and  some- 
times to  condemn  the  claimant.  I  shall  not  pretend  to  go  over  the 
groitndB  of  argument ;  but  content  myself  with  declaring  my  entire  con- 
CDirence  in  the  opinion  expressed  by  Judge  Washington,  on  this  point. 

Mabshall,  C.  J.  I  entirely  concur  in  so  much  of  the  opinion 
delivered  in  this  case,  as  attaches  a  hostile  character  to  the  property 
of  an  American  citizen  continuing,  after  the  declaration  of  war,  to 
reside  and  trade  in  the  country  of  the  enemy ;  and  I  subscribe  im* 
plidily  to  the  reasoning  urged  in  its  support  But  firom  so  much  of 
that  opinion  as  subjects  to  confiscation  the  property  of  a  citizen 
shipped  before  a  knowledge  of  the  war,  and  which  disallows  the 
defence  founded  on  an  intention  to  change  his  domicile  and  to  return 
to  the  United  States,  manifested  in  a  sufficient  manner,  and  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  knowledge  of  the  war,  although  it  be  subse- 
quent to  the  capture,  I  feel  myself  compelled  to  dissent 
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The  question  is  undoubtedly  complex  and  intricate.  It  is  difficult 
to  draw  a  line  of  discrimination  which  shall  be  at  the  same  time  pre- 
cise and  equitable.  But  the  difficulty  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
sufficient  to  deter  courts  firom  making  the  attempt. 

A  merchant  residing  abroad  for  commercial  purposes  may  certainly 
intend  to  continue  in  the  foreign  country  so  long  as  peace  shall  exist, 
provided  his  commercial  objects  shall  detain  him  so  long,  but  to 
leave  it  the  instant  war  shall  break  out  between  that  country  and 
his  own.  This  intention,  it  is  not  necessary  to  manifest  during 
peace ;  and  when  war  shall  commence,  the  belligerent  cruizer  may 
find  his  property  on  the  ocean,  and  may  capture  it,  before  he  knows 
that  war  exists.  The  question  whether  this  be  enemy  property  or 
not,  depends,  in  my  judgment,  not  exclusively  on  the  residence  of 
the  owner  at  the  time,  but  on  his  residence  taken  in  connection  with 
his  national  character  as  a  citizen,  and  with  his  intention  to  continue 
or  to  discontinue  his  commercial  domicile  in  the  event  of  war. 
[  •  289  ]  *  The  evidence  of  this  intention  will  rarely,  if  ever,  be  given 
during  peace.  It  must,  therefore,  be  furnished,  if  at  all,  after 
the  war  shall  be  known  to  him ;  and  that  knowledge  may  be  preceded 
by  the  capture  of  his  goods.  It  appears  to  me,  then,  to  be  a  case  in 
which,  as  in  maify  others,  justice  requires  that  subsequent  testimony 
shall  be  received  to  prove  a  preexisting  fact.  Measures  taken  for 
removal  immediately  after  a  war,  may  prove  a  previous  intention  to 
remove  in  the  event  of  war,  and  may  prove  that  the  captured  pro- 
perty, although,  primd  facie^  belonging  to  an  enemy,  does,  in  fact, 
belong  to  a  friend.  In  such  case,  the  citizen,  in  my  opinion,  has  a 
right,  in  the  nature  of  ihejuspostUndniij  to  claim  restitution. 

As  this  question  is  not  only  decisive  of  many  claims  now  depend- 
ing before  this  court,  but  is  also  of  vast  importance  to  our  merchants 
generally,  I  may  be  excused  for  stating,  at  some  length,  the  reasons 
on  which  my  opinion  is  founded. 

The  whole  system  of  decisions  applicable  to  this  subject,  rests  on 
the  law  of  nations  as  its  base.  It  is,  therefore,  of  some  importance 
to  inquire  how  far  the  writers  on  that  law  consider  the  subjects  of 
one  power  residing  within  the  territory  of  another,  as  retaining  their 
original  character,  or  partaking  of  the  character  of  the  nation  in 
which  they  reside. 

Vattel,  who,  though  not  very  fuU  to  this  point,  is  more  explicit  and 
more  satisfactory  on  it  than  any  other  whose  work  hsis  fallen  into 
my  hands,  says :  "  The  citizens  are  the  members  of  the  civil  society ; 
bound  to  this  society  by  certain  duties,  and  subject  to  its  authority, 
they  equally  participate  in  its  advantages.  The  natives,  or  indigenes, 
are  those  born  in  the  country,  of  parents  who  are  citizens.     Society. 
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not  being  able  to  snbsist  and  to  perpetuate  itself  but  by  the  children 
of  the  citizens,  those  children  naturally  follow  the  condition  of  their 
fathers,  and  succeed  to  all  their  rights." 

^  The  inhabitants,  as  distinguished  from  citizens,  are  strangers  who 
are  permitted  to  settle  and  stay  in  the  country.  Bound  by  their  resi- 
dence to  the  society,  they  are  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  State,  while 
they  reside  there,  and  they  are  obliged  to  defend  it,  because 
it  grants  •them  protection,  though  they  do  not  participate  [  *  290  ] 
in  all  the  rights  of  citizens.  They  enjoy  only  the  advan- 
tages which  the  laws,  or  custom  gives  them.  The  perpetual  inhabit^ 
ants  are  those  who  have  received  the  right  of  perpetual  residence. 
These  are  a  kind  of  citizens  of  an  inferior  order,  and  are  united  and 
subject  to  the  society,  without  participating  in  all  its  advantages." 

^  The  domicile  is  the  habitation  fixed  in  any  place,  with  an  inten- 
tion of  always  staying  there.  A  man  does  not,  then,  establish  his 
domicile  in  any  place,  unless  he  makes  sufficiently  known  his  inten- 
tion of  fixing  there,  either  tacitly  or  by  an  express  declaration. 
However,  this  declaration  is  no  reason  why,  if  he  afterwards  changes 
his  mind,  he  may  not  remove  his  domicile  elsewhere.  In  this  sense, 
he  who  stops,  even  for  a  long  time,  in  a  place,  for  the  management 
of  his  affairs,  has  only  a  simple  habitation  there,  but  has  no  domicile." 

A  domicile,  then,  in  the  sense  in  which  this  term  is  used  by  Vattel, 
requires  not  only  actual  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  but "  an  in- 
tention of  always  staying  there."  Actual  residence,  without  this 
intention,  amounts  to  no  more  than  "simple  habitation." 

Although  this  intention  may  be  implied  without  being  expressed, 
it  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be  implied,  to  the  injury  of  the  individual, 
fiom  acts  entirely  equivocal.  If  the  stranger  has  not  the  power  of 
making  his  residence  perpetual ;  if  circumstances,  after  his  arrival  in 
a  country,  so  change,  as  to  make  his  continuance  there  disadvan- 
tageous to  himself,  and  his  power  to  continue,  doubtful ;  "  an  inten- 
tion always  to  stay  there  "  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be  fixed  upon  him, 
in  consequence  of  an  unexplained  residence  previous  to  that  change 
of  circumstances.  Mere  residence,  under  particular  circumstances, 
would  seem  to  me,  at  most,  to  prove  only  an  intention  to  remain  so 
long  as  those  circumstances  continue  the  same,  or  equally  advanta- 
geous. This  does  not  give  a  domicile.  Theintention  which  gives  a 
domicile  is  an  unconditional  intention  "to  stay  always." 

The  right  of  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  one  country  to 
xemain  in  another,  depends  on  the  veill  of  the  sovereign  *  of  [  *  291  J 
that  other ;  and  if  that  will  be  not  expressed  otherwise  than 
by  that  general  hospitality  which  receives  and  affords  security  to 
strangers,  it  is  supposed  to  terminate  with  the  relations  of  peace 
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between  the  two  countries.  When  war  breaks  out,  the  subjects  of 
one  belligerent  in  the  country  of  the  other  are  considered  as  enemies, 
and  have  no  right  to  remain  there. 

Vattel  says :  "  Enemies  continue  such  wherever  they  happen  to  be. 
The  place  of  abode  is  of  no  account  here.  It  is  the  political  tie? 
which  determine  the  quality.  While  a  man  remains  a  citizen  of 
his  own  country,  he  remains  the  enemy  of  all  those  with  whom  his 
nation  is  at  war." 

It  would  seem  to  me  to  require  very  strong  evidence  of  an  inten- 
tion to  become  the  permanent  inhabitant  of  a  foreign  country,  to 
justify  a  court  in  presuming  such  intention  to  continue,  when  that 
residence  must  expose  the  person  to  the  inconvenience  of  being  con- 
sidered and  treated  as  an  enemy.  The  intention  to  be  inferred  solely 
from  the  fact  of  residence  during  peace,  for  commercial  purposes,  is, 
in  my  judgment,  necessarily  conditional,  and  dependent  on  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  relations  of  peace  between  the  two  countries. 

So  far  is  the  law  of  nations  from  considering  residence  in  a  foreign 
country  in  time  of  peace,  as  evidence  of  an  intention  "  always  to 
stay  there,"  even  in  time  of  war,  that  the  very  contrary  is  expressed. 
Vattel  says :  "  The  sovereign  declaring  war  can  neither  detain  those 
subjects  of  the  enemy  who  are  within  his  dominions  at  the  time  of 
the  declaration,  nor  their  effects.  They  came  into  his  country  on  the 
public  faith.  By  permitting  them  to  enter  his  territory  and  to  con- 
tinue there,  he  tacitly  promised  them  liberty  and  security  for  their 
return.  He  is,  therefore,  to  allow  them  a  reasonable  time  for  with- 
drawing with  their  effects;  and  if  they  stay  beyond  the  time  pre- 
scribed, he  has  a  right  to  treat  them  as  enemies,  though  as  enemies 
disarmed." 

The  stranger  merely  residing  in  a  country  during  peace,  however 
long  Ms  stay,  and  whatever  his  employment,  provided  it  be  such  as 
strangers  may  engage  in,  cannot,  on  the  principles  of  na- 
[  •  292  ]  tional  law,  be  considered  *  as  incorporated  into  that  society, 
so  as,  immediately  on  a  declaration  of  war,  to  become  the 
enemy  of  his  own.  "  His  property,"  says  Vattel,  "  is  still  a  part  of 
the  totality  of  the  wealth  of  his  nation."  "  The  citizen  or  subject 
of  a  State,  who  absents  himself  for  a  time,  without  any  intention 
to  abandon  the  society  of  which  he  is  a  member,  does  not  lose  his 
privilege  by  his  absence ;  he  preserves  his  rights,  and  remains  bound 
by  the  same  obligations.  Being  received  in  a  foreign  country,  in 
virtue  of  the  natural  society,  the  communication  and  commerce, 
which  nations  are  obliged  to  cultivate  with  each  other,  he  ought  to 
be  considered  there  as  a  member  of  his  own  nation,  and  treated  as 
such." 
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The  subject  of  one  power  inhabiting  the  country  of  another,  ought 
not  to  be  considered  as  a  member  of  the  nation  in  which  he  resides, 
even  by  foreigners;  nor  ought  he,  on  the  first  commencement  of 
hostilities,  to  be  treated  as  an  enemy  by  the  enemies  of  that  nation. 

Burlamaqui  says :  '<  As  to  strangers,  those  who  settle  in  the  enemy's 
country  after  a  war  is  begun,  of  which  they  had  previous  notice,  may 
justly  be  looked  upon  as  enemies  and  treated  as  such.  But  in  regard 
to  such  as  went  thither  before  the  war,  justice  and  humanity  require 
that  we  should  give  them  a  reasonable  time  to  retire  ;  and  if  they 
neglect  that  opportunity,  they  are  accounted  enemies." 

If  this  rule  be  obligatory  on  foreign  nations,  much  more  ought  it 
to  bind  that  of  which  the  individual  is  a  member. 

I  think  I  cannot  be  mistaken  when  I  say  that,  in  all  the  views 
taken  of  this  subject  by  the  most  approved  writers  on  the  law  of 
nations,  the  citizen  of  one  country  residing  in  another,  is  not  con- 
sidered as  incorporated  in  that  other,  but  is  still  considered  as  belong- 
ing to  that  society  of  which  he  was  originally  a  member.  And  if 
war  break  out  between  the  two  nations,  he  is  to  be  permitted,  and  is 
expected,  to  return  to  his  own.  I  do  not  perceive  in  those  writers 
any  exception  with  regard  to  merchants. 

It  must,  however,  be  acknowledged  that  the  great  exten- 
sion* of  commerce  has  had  considerable  influence  on  na-  [  *293  ] 
tional  law.  Rules  have  been  adopted,  perhaps  by  general 
consent,  principles  have  been  engrafted  on  the  original  stalk  of  public 
law,  by  which  merchants,  while  belonging  politically  to  one  society, 
are  considered  commercially  as  the  members  of  another.  For  com- 
mercial purposes,  the  merchant  is  considered  as  a  member  of  that 
society  in  which  he  has  his  domicile ;  and  less  conclusive  evidence 
than  would  seem  to  be  required  in  general  cases,  by  the  law  of  na- 
tions, has  been  aUowed  to  fix  the  domicile  for  commercial  purposes. 
But  I  cannot  admit  that  the  original  meaning  of  the  term  is  to  be 
entirely  disregarded,  or  the  true  nature  of  this  domicile  to  be  over- 
looked. The  effects  of  the  rule  ought  to  be  regulated  by  the  motives 
which  are  presumed  to  have  induced  its  establishment,  and  by  the 
convenience  it  was  intended  to  promote. 

The  policy  of  commercial  nations  receives  foreign  merchants  into 
their  bosom ;  and  permits  their  own  citizens  to  reside  abroad  for  the 
purposes  of  trade  without  injury  to  their  rights  or  character  as  citi- 
zens. This  J5ree  intercommunication  must  certainly  be  believed,  by 
the  nations  who  allow  it,  to  be  promotive  of  their  interests.  Nor  is  this 
opinion  ill  founded.  Nothing  can  be  more  obvious  than  that  the 
affairs  of  a  commercial  company  will  be  transacted  to  most  advan- 
tage by  being  conducted,  as  it  respects  both  purchase  and  sale,  under 
VOL.  ni.  12 
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the  eye  of  a  person  interested  in  the  result  The  nation  which  takes 
an  interest  in  the  prosperity  of  its  commerce,  can  feel  no  inclination 
to  restrain  its  citizens  from  residence  abroad  for  the  purposes  of  com- 
merce ;  nor  will  it  hastily  construe  such  residence  into  a  change  of 
national  character,  to  the  injury  of  the  individual.  It  is  not  the  policy 
of  such  a  nation,  nor  can  it  be  its  wish,  to  restrain  its  citizens  from 
pursuing  abroad  a  business  which  tends  to  enrich  itself.  It  ought 
not,  then,  to  consider  them  as  enemies  in  consequence  of  their  hav- 
ing engaged  in  such  pursuit  in  the  country  of  a  friend,  who,  before 
their  removal,  becomes  an  enemy. 

If,  indeed,  it  be  the  real  intention  of  the  citizen  permanently  to 
change  his  national  character,  if  it  be  his  choice  to  remain 
[  •  294  ]  in  the  country  of  the  enemy  during  •war,  there  can  be  no 
harshness  —  no  injustice  in  treating  him  as  an  enemy.  But 
if,  while  prosecuting  his  business  in  a  foreign  country,  he  contem- 
plates a  return  to  his  own ;  if,  in  the  prosecution  of  that  business,  he 
is  promoting  rather  than  counteracting  the  interests  and  policy  of  the 
country  of  which  he  is  a  member,  it  would  seem  to  me  to  be  pressing 
the  principle  too  far,  and  to  be  drawing  conclusions  which  the  prem- 
ises will  not  warrant,  to  infer,  conclusively,  an  intention  to  continue 
in  a  country  which  has  become  hostile,  from  a  residence  and  trading 
in  that  country  while  it  was  friendly ;  and  to  punish  him  by  the  con- 
fiscation of  his  goods,  as  if  he  was  fully  convicted  of  that  intention. 

It  is  admitted  to  be  a  general  rule,  that,  while  the  state  of  things 
remains  unaltered,  while  the  motives  which  carried  the  citizen  abroad 
continue,  while  he  still  prosecutes  a  business  of  uncertain  duration, 
his  capacity  to  prosecute  which  is  not  impaired,  his  mercantile  charac- 
ter is  confounded  with  that  of  the  country  in  which  he  resides,  and 
his  trade  is  considered  as  the  trade  of  that  country. 

It  will  require  but  a  slight  examination  of  the  subject  to  perceive 
the  reason  of  this  rule ;  and  that,  to  a  certain  extent,  it  is  convenient 
without  being  unjust. 

In  times  of  universal  peace,  the  question  of  national  character  can 
arise  only  when  some  privilege  or  some  disability  is  attached  to  it, 
or  in  cases  of  insurance.  A  particular  trade  may  be  allowed  or  be 
prohibited  to  the  merchants  of  a  particular  nation,  or  property  may 
be  warranted  to  be  of  a  particular  nation.  If,  in  such  cases,  the 
residence  of  the  individual  be  received  as  evidence  of  his  national 
mercantile  character,  the  subjects  of  inquiry  are  simplified,  the  ques- 
tions are  reduced  to  a  plain  one,  and  the  various  complex  inquiries, 
which  might  otherwise  arise,  are  avoided.  There  is,  therefore,  much 
convenience  in  adopting  this  principle  in  such  a  state  of  things ;  and 
it  is  not  perceived  that  any  injustice  can  grow  out  of  it ;  since  the 
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individual  to  whoni  the  rule  is  applied  is  not  surprised  by  any  new 
or  unlocked  for  event. 

So  if  war  exists  between  two  nations.  Each  •belligerent  [  *  295  ] 
having  a  right  to  capture  the  property  of  the  other  found  on 
the  ocean,  each  being  intent  on  destroying  the  commerce  of  the  other, 
and  on  depriving  it  of  every  cover  under  which  it  may  seek  to  shelter 
itself,  will  certainly  not  allow  the  advantages  of  neutrality  to  a  mer- 
chant residing  in  the  country  of  his  enemy.  Were  this  permitted, 
the  whole  trade  of  the  enemy  could  assume,  and  would  assume,  a 
neutral  garb. 

There  is,  in  general,  no  reason  for  supposing  that  a  merchant  re- 
siding in  a  foreign  country,  and  carrying  on  trade,  means  to  with- 
draw firom  it,  on  its  engaging  in  war  with  any  other  country  to 
which  he  is  bound  by  no  obligation.  By  continuing,  during  war,  the 
domicile  acquired  in  peace,  he  violates  no  duty,  offends  against  no 
generally  acknowledged  principle,  and  retains  all  his  rights  of  resi- 
dence and  commerce.  The  wur,  then,  furnishes  no  motive  for  pre- 
suming that  he  is  about  to  change  his  situation,  and  to  resume  his 
original  national  character. 

These  reasons  appear  to  me  to  require  the  rule  as  a  general  one, 
and  to  justify  its  application  to  general  cases.  But  they  do  not,  in 
my  opinion,  justify  its  application  to  the  case  of  a  merchant  whom 
war  finds  engaged  in  trade  in  a  country  which  becomes  the  enemy 
of  his  own.  His  country  ought  not,  t  think,  to  bind  him  by  his  resi- 
dence during  peace ;  nor  to  consider  him  as  precluded  by  it  from 
showing  an  intention  that  it  should  terminate  with  the  relations  of 
peace. 

When  it  is  considered  that  his  right  to  remain  and  prosecute  that 
trade  in  which  he  had  been  engaged  during  peace,  is  forfeited ;  that 
his  duty,  and  most  probably  his  inclinations,  caU  him  home ;  that  he 
has  become  the  enemy  of  the  country  in  which  he  resides ;  that  his 
continuance  in  it  exposes  him  to  many  and  serious  inconveniences ; 
that  his  person  and  property  are  in  danger ;  it  is  not,  I  think,  going 
too  far  to  say  that  this  change  in  his  situation  may  be  considered  as 
changing  his  intention  on  the  subject  of  residence,  and  as  affording 
a  presumption  of  intending  to  return. 

Let  it  be  remembered  that,  according  to  the  law  of  nations, 
domicile  depends  on  the  intention  to  reside  *  permanently  in  [  *  296  ] 
the  country  to  which  the  individual  has  removed ;  and  that 
a  change  of  this  intention  is,  at  any  time,  allowable.  If,  upon  grounds 
of  general  policy  and  general  convenience,  while  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  residence  commenced,  continue  the  same,  residence 
and  employment  in  permanent  trade  be  considered  as  evidence  of  an 
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intention  to  continue  permanently  in  the  country,  and  as  giving  a 
cdmmercial  national  character,  may  not  be  a  total  change  in  circom- 
stances  —  a  loss  of  the  capacity  to  carry  on  the  trade,  be  received,  in 
the  absence  of  all  conflicting  proof,  as  presumptive  evidence  of  an 
intention  to  leave  the  country,  and  as  extricating  the  trade,  carried 
on  in  the  time  of  supposed  peace,  from  the  national  character,  so  far 
as  to  protect  it  from  the  perib  of  war  ?  At  any  rate,  do  not  reason 
and  justice  require  that  this  change  of  circumstances  should  leave 
the  question  open  to  be  decided  on  such  other  evidence  as  the  war 
must  produce  ? 

The  great  object  for  which  an  Americsm  merchant  fixes  himself  in 
a  foreign  country,  is,  most  generally,  to  carry  on  trade  between  that 
country  and  his  own.  In  almost  every  case  of  this  description  before 
the  court,  the  claimant  is  a  member  of  a  house  established  in  the 
United  States;  and  his  business  abroad  is  subservient  to  the  business 
at  home.     This  trade  is  annihilated  by  the  war. 

If,  while  peace  subsists  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Bri- 
tain, while  the  American  merchant  possesses  there  all  the  commercial 
lights  allowed  to  the  citizens  of  a  friendly  nation,  and  may  carry  on 
uninterruptedly  his  trade  to  his  own  country,  he  is  presumed,  his 
intentions  being  unexplained,  to  intend  remaining  there  always,  and 
may,  for  general  convenience,  be  clothed  with  the  commercial  charac- 
ter of  the  nation  in  which  he  resides,  ought  this  presumption  to  be 
extended,  by  his  own  government,  beyond  the  facts  out  of  which  it 
grows,  if  the  interest  of  the  individual  be  materially  affected  by  that 
extension  ?  Do  not  reason  and  justice  require  that  we  should  con- 
sider his  original  intention  as  being  only  coextensive  with  the  causes 
which  carried  him  to  and  detained  him  in  the  country,  as  being,  in 
its  nature,  conditional,  and  dependent  on  the  continuance  of  those 

causes  ? 
[  *  297  ]  *  If  such  a  person  were  required,  on  his  arrival  in  a  foreign 
country,  to  declare  his  real  intentions  on  the  subject  of  resi- 
dence, he  would,  most  probably,  say,  if  he  spoke  honestly,  "  I  come 
for  the  purpose  of  trade ;  I  shall  remain  while  the  situation  of  the 
two  countries  permits  me  to  carry  on  my  trade  lawfully,  securely,  and 
advantageously ;  when  that  situation  so  changes  as  to  deprive  me  of 
these  rights,  I  shall  return."  HIb  intention,  then,  to  reside  in  the 
country,  his  domicile  in  it,  and,  consequently,  his  commercial  charac- 
ter, unless  he  continued  his  trade  after  war,  would  be  clearly  Umited 
by  the  duration  of  peace.  It  would  not,  I  think,  be  unreasonable  to 
say  that  the  intention,  to  be  implied  from  his  conduct,  ought  to  have 
the  same  limitation. 

To  me  it  seems  that  a  mere  commercial  domicile  acquired  in  time 
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of  peace,  necessarily  expires  at  the  commencement  of  hostilities. 
Domicile  supposes  rights  incompatible  with  a  state  of  war.  If  the 
foreign  merchant  be  not  compelled  to  abandon  the  country,  it  is  not 
because  his  commercial  character  confers  on  him  a  legal  right  to  stay, 
but  because  he  is  specially  permitted  to  stay.  K  in  this  I  am  cor- 
rect,  it  w^ould  seem  to  follow,  that,  if  all  the  legal  consequences  of  a 
residence  in  time  of  peace  do  not  absolutely  terminate  with  the  peace, 
yet  the  national  commercial  character  which  that  residence  has  at- 
tached to  the  individual,  is  not  so  conclusively  fixed  upon  him  as  to 
disqualify  him  from  showing  that,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
commencement  of  hostilities,  he  made  airangements  for  returning  to 
his  own  country.  If  a  residence  and  trading  after  the  war  be  not 
indispensably  necessary  to  give  the  citizen  merchant  or  his  property 
a  hostile  character,  yet  removal,  or  measures  showing  a  determina- 
tion to  remove,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  war,  may  retroact 
upon  property  shipped  before  a  knowledge  of  the  war,  and  rescue 
that  property  firom  tiie  hostile  character  attached  to  the  property  of 
the  nation  in  which  the  individual  resided. 

The  law  of  nations  is  a  law  founded  on  the  great  and  immutable 
principles  of  equity  and  natural  justice.  To  draw  an  inference 
against  all  probability,  whereby  a  citizen,  for  the  purpose  of  confiscat- 
ing his  goods,  is  clothed,  against  his  inclination,  with  the  character 
of  an  enemy,  in  consequence  of  an  act  which,  when  com- 
mitted, •  was  innocent  in  itself,  was  entirely  compatible  with  [  *  298  ] 
his  political  character  as  a  citizen,  and  with  the  political 
views  of  his  government,  would  seem  to  me  to  subvert  those  princi- 
ples. The  rule  which  for  obvious  reasons,  applies  to  the  merchant 
in  time  of  peace  or  in  time  of  war,  the  national  commercial  charac- 
ter of  tiie  country  in  which  he  resides,  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  with- 
out subverting  those  principles,  apply  a  hostile  character  to  his  trade 
Gained  on  during  peace,  so  conclusively  as  to  prevent  his  protecting 
it  by  changing  that  character  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  know- 
ledge of  the  war. 

My  opinion,  then,  is,  that  a  mere  commercial  domicile  acquired  by 
an  American  citizen  in  time  of  peace,  especially  if  he  be  a  member 
of  an  American  house,  and  is  carrying  on  trade  auxiliary  to  his  trade 
with  his  own  country,  ought  not  to  be  considered  positively  as  con- 
tinuing longer  than  the  state  of  peace.  The  declaration  of  war  is  a 
fact  which  removes  the  causes  that  induced  his  residence  in  the  for- 
eign country.  They  no  longer  operate  upon  him.  When  they  cease, 
their  efiects  ought  to  cease.  An  intention  which  they  produced,  ought 
not  to  be  supposed  to  continue.  The  character  of  his  property  shipped 
before  a  knowledge  of  the  war,  ought  not  to  be  decided  absolutely 

12  • 
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by  his  residence  at  the  time  of  shipment  or  capture,  bat  ought  to 
depend  on  his  continuing  to  reside  and  trade  in  the  enemy  country, 
or  on  his  taking  prompt  measures  for  returning  to  his  own. 

This  is  the  conclusion  to  which  my  mind  would  certainly  be  con- 
ducted, might  I  permit  it  to  be  guided  by  the  lights  of  reason  and  the 
principles  of  natural  justice.  But  it  is  said  that  a  course  of  adjudi- 
cations has  settled  the  law  to  be  otherwise  —  that  we  cannot,  without 
overturning  a  magnificent  system  bottomed  on  the  broad  base  of  na- 
tioncd  law,  and  of  which  the  parts  are  admirably  adjusted  to  each 
other,  yield  to  the  dictates  of  humanity  on  this  particular  question. 
Sir  William  Scott,  it  is  argued  at  the  bar,  has,  by  a  aeries  of  decisions, 
developed  the  principles  of  nationcJ  law  on  this  subject,  with  a 
perspicuity  and  precision  which  mark  plainly  the  path  we  ought  to 

tread. 
[  •299  ]  •  I  respect  Sir  William  Scott,  as  I  do  every  truly  great 
man ;  and  I  respect  his  decisions,  nor  should  I  depart  from 
them  on  light  grounds,  but  it  is  impossible  to  consider  them  atten- 
tively, without  perceiving  that  his  mind  leans  strongly  in  favor  of  the 
captors.  Residence,  for  example,  in  a  belligerent  country,  will  con- 
demn the  share  of  a  neutral  in  a  house,  trading  in  a  neutral  country ; 
but  residence  in  a  neutral  country  will  not  protect  the  share  of  a  bel- 
ligerent or  neutral  in  a  commercial  house  established  in  a  belligerent 
country.  In  a  great  maritime  country,  depending  on  its  navy  for  its 
glory  and  its  safety,  the  national  bias  is  perhaps  so  entirely  in  this 
direction,  that  the  judge,  without  being  conscious  of  the  fact,  must 
feel  its  influence.  However  this  may  be,  it  is  a  fact  of  which  I  am 
fully  convinced ;  and  on  this  account,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  the  more 
proper  to  investigate  rigidly  the  principles  on  which  his  decisions  have 
been  made,  and  not  to  extend  them  where  such  extension  may  pro- 
duce injustice. 

While  I  make  this  observation,  it  would  betray  a  want  of  candor 
not  to  accompany  it  with  the  acknowledgment  that  I  perceive  in  the 
opinions  of  this  eminent  judge,  no  disposition  to  press  this  principle 
with  peculiar  severity  against  neutrals.  He  has  certainly  not  miti- 
gated it  when  appyling  it  to  British  subjects. 

With  this  impression  respecting  the  general  character  of  British 
admiralty  decisions,  I  proceed  to  examine  them  so  far  as  they  bear 
on  the  question  of  domicile. 

The  case  of  The  Vigilantia,  1  Rob.  1,  does  not  itself  involve  the 
point  But  in  delivering  his  opinion,  the  judge  cited  two  cases  of 
capture  which  have  been  quoted  and  relied  on  at  bar.  In  each  of 
these,  the  share  of  the  partner  residing  in  the  neutral  country,  was 
restored,  and  that  of  the  partner  residing  in  the  belligerent  country 
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vrB.s  condemned.    But  these  decisions  applied  to  a  trade  continued 
to  be  carried  on  during  war. 

In  a  subsequent  case,  the  share  of  the  partner  residing  in  the  neu- 
tral country  also  was  condemned;  and  the  lords  commissioners  said 
that  the  principle  on  which  restitution  was  decreed  in  each  of  the 
first-mentioned  cases,  was,  "that  they  were  merely  at  the 
•  commencement  of  a  war."  They  said  that "  a  person  car-  [  •  300  ] 
rying  on  trade  habitually  in  the  country  of  the  enemy,  though 
not  resident  there,  should  have  time  to  withdraw  himself  from  that 
commerce ;  that  it  would  press  too  heavily  on  neutrals  to  say  that, 
immediately,  on  the  first  breaking  out  of  a  war,  their  goods  would 
become  subject  to  confiscation." 

On  these  cases  it  is  to  be  observed,  that,  although  the  first  two  hap- 
pened at  the  commencement  of  the  war,  yet  they  happened  during  a 
war ;  and  the  partners  whose  interest  was  condemned,  do  not  appear 
to  have  discontinued  their  residence  and  trading  in  the  country  of 
the  enemy,  after  war  had  taken  place.  The  declaration  "that  it 
would  press  too  heavily  on  neutrals  to  say  that,  immediately  on  the 
first  breaking  out  of  a  war,  their  goods  would  become  subject  to  con- 
fiscation," though  applied  to  a  neutral  not  residing  in  the  belligerent 
country,  clearly  discriminates,  in  a  case  of  capture,  between  the  rights 
of  the  parties  at  the  commencement  of  a  war,  and  at  a  subsequent 
period*  But  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  neither  the  case  itself,  nor  the 
cases  and  opinions  cited  in  it,  apply  directiy  to  the  question  before 
this  court 

In  the  case  of  The  Harmony,  2  Bob.  322,  the  property  of  Mr. 
'  Murray,  an  American  citizen  residing  in  France,  was  condemned  on 
account  of  that  residence.    But  Mr.  Murray  had  removed  to  France 
dnring  the  war,  and  had  continued  there  for  four  years. 

The  scope  of  the  argument  of  Su:  William  Scott  goes  to  show  that 
the  single  circumstance  of  residence  in  the  enemy  country,  if  not  in- 
tended to  be  permanent,  will  not  give  the  enemy  character  to  the  prop- 
erty of  such  resident  captured  in  a  trade  between  his  own  country 
and  that  of  the  enemy.  It  is  material  that  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Mur- 
ray, subsequent  to  the  capture,  had  great  influence  in  determining  the 
fiite  of  his  property.  Had  he  returned  to  the  United  States  immedi- 
ately after  that  event,  I  do  not  hazard  much  in  saying  that  restitu- 
tion would  have  been  decreed. 

In  the  case  of  The   Indian   Chief,  3   Rob.  12,  Mr.  Johnson,  an 
American  citizen  domiciliated  in  England,  had  engaged 
•in  a  mercantile  enterprise  to  the  British  East  Indies  —  a  [  •301  ] 
trade  allowed  to  an  American  citizen,  but  prohibited  to  a 
British  subject.     On  its  return,  the  vessel  came  into  Cowes,  and  was 
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seized  for  being  concerned  in  illicit  trade*  Mr.  Johnson  had  then  left 
England  for  the  United  States.  He  was  considered  as  not  being  a 
British  subject  at  the  time  of  capture,  and  restitution  was  decreed. 

In  delivering  his  opinion  in  this  case,  Sir  William  Scott  said : 
<<  Taking  it  to  be  clear  that  the  nationcd  character  of  Mr.  Johnson,  as 
a  British  merchant,  was  founded  in  residence  only,  that  it  was  ac- 
quired by  residence,  and  rested  on  that  circumstance  alone,  it  must 
be  held,  that,  from  the  moment  he  turns  his  back  on  the  country 
where  he  has  resided,  on  his  way  to  his  own  country,  he  was  in  the 
act  of  resuming  his  origincd  character,  and  is  to  be  considered  as  an 
American.  The  character  that  is  gained  by  residence,  ceases  by 
non-residence.  It  is  an  adventitious  character  that  no  longer  adheres 
to  him  from  the  moment  that  he  puts  himself  in  motion,  bond  fide j  to 
quit  the  country  sine  animo  revertendV^ 

This  case  undoubtedly  proves,  affirmatively,  that  the  national  char- 
acter gained  by  residence  ceases  with  that  residence ;  but  I  cannot 
admit  it  to  prove,  negatively,  that  this  national  character  can  be  laid 
down  by  no  other  means.  I  cannot,  for  instance,  admit  that  an 
American  citizen,  who  had  gained  a  domicile  in  England  during 
peace,  and  was  desirous  of  returning  home  on  the  breaking  out  of 
war,  but,  was  detained  by  force,  could,  under  the  authority  of  this 
opinion,  be  treated  as  a  British  trader,  with  respect  to  his  property 
embarked  before  a  knowledge  of  the  war. 

In  the  case  of  La  Virginie,  5  Rob.  98,  the  property  of  a  Mr.  La- 
pierre,  who  was  probably  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  but  who 
had  returned  to  St.  Domingo,  and  had  shipped  the  produce  of  that 
island  to  France,  was  condenmed.  But  he  was  considered  as  a 
Frenchman,  was  residing  at  the  time  in  a  French  colony,  and  was 
engaged  in  a  trade  between  that  colony  and  the  mother  country. 
The  case,  the  judge  observed,  might  have  been  otherwise  decided, 

had  the  shipment  been  made  to  the  United  States. 
[  •  302  ]  •In  the  case  of  The  Jonge  Klassina,  5  Rob.  297,  Mr.  Ravie 
had  a  license  to  make  certain  importations  as  a  British  sub- 
ject He  had  a  house  in  Amsterdam,  went  there  in  person  during 
the  war,  and  made  the  shipment  under  his  own  inspection  and  con- 
trol. It  was  determined  that,  in  this  transaction,  he  acted  in  his 
character  as  a  Dutch  merchant,  and  was  not  protected  by  his  license. 
This  was  a  trading  during  war. 

In  the  case  of  The  Citto,  3  Rob.  38,  the  property  of  Mr.  Bowden,  a 
British  subject,  residing  in  Holland,  was  condemned.  It  appeared 
that  he  had  settled  in  Amsterdam,  where  he  had  resided,  carrying  on 
trade,  for  six  years.  In  1795,  when  the  French  troops  took  posses- 
sion of  that  country,  he  left  it  and  settled  in  Guernsey.     The  Citto 
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was  a  Danish  vessel  captured  in  April,  1796,  on  a  voyage  from  a 
Spanish  port  to  Guernsey,  where  Mr.  Bowden  then  resided.  In 
Jnne,  1796,  after  the  capture  of  The  Citto,  he  returned  to  Holland. 
In  argument,  it  was  contended,  that  it  appeared  that  British  subjects 
might  reside  in  Holland,  without  forfeiting  their  British  character, 
from  the  proclamation  of  the  3d  of  September,  1796,  which  directs 
the  landing  of  goods,  imported  under  that  order  into  the  United 
Provinces,  to  be  certified  by  British  merchants  resident  there. 

The  judge  was  desirous  of  knowing  the  nature  of  Mr.  Bowden's 
residence  in  Holland  —  whether  he  had  confined  himself  to  the  object 
of  withdrawing  his  property,  or  had  been  engaged  in  the  general  traf- 
fic of  the  place.  If  the  former,  "  he  may,"  said  the  judge,  "  be 
entitled  to  restitution ;  more  especially  adverting  to  the  order  in 
council,  which  is  certainly  so  worded  as  not  to  be  very  easy  to  be 
applied.** 

The  cause  stood  for  further  proof. 

It  is  plain  that,  in  this  opinion,  the  residence  of  the  claimant  at 
the  time  of  capture  was  not  considered  as  conclusive.  Had  it  been 
so,  restitution  must  have  been  decreed,  because  Mr.  Bowden  was  a 
British  subject,  and,  at  that  time,  resided  in  Guernsey.  It  is  equally 
apparent,  that,  had  his  subsequent  residence  in  the  enemy  country 
been  for  the  sole  purpose  of  withdrawing  his  property,  the  law 
was  not  understood  to  forbid  restitution.  *  The  language  of  [  *  303  ] 
Sir  William  Scott  certainly  ascribes  considerable  influence 
to  the  proclamation,  but  does  not  rest  the  right  of  the  claimant  cdto- 
gether  on  that  fact 

On  the  17th  of  March,  1800,  an  affidavit  of  Mr.  Bowden,  made  the 
6th  of  August,  1799,  was  produced,  in.  which  he  stated  his  residence 
in  Holland  previous  to  the  invasion  by  the  French.  That  he  quitted 
Holland  and  landed  in  England,  the  20th  of  January,  1795,  whence 
he  proceeded  to  Guernsey,  where  he  resided  with  his  family.  That, 
in  the  month  of  June,  1796,  he  was  under  the  absolute  necessity  of 
returning  to  Holland,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  debts  due  and 
efiects  belonging  to  the  partnership,  his  partner  remaining  in  Guern- 
sey. • 

The  affidavit  then  proceeded  to  state  many  instances  of  his  attach- 
ment  to  his  own  government,  and  concluded  with  averring  that  he 
was  still  under  the  necessity  of  remaining  in  Holland,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recovering  part  of  the  said  debts  and  effects,  which  would  be 
impossible  were  he  to  leave  the  country ;  but  that  it  was  his  inten- 
tion to  return  to  his  native  country,  so  soon  as  his  affairs  would 
permit,  where  his  mother  and  his  relations  reside. 

The  court  observed  that  it  appeared,  from  the  affidavit,  that  Mr. 
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Bowden  was,  at  that  time,  in  Holland ;  and  added,  '^  it  would  be  a 
strange  act  of  injustioe,  if  while  we  are  condemning  the  goods  of 
persons  of  all  nations  resident  in  Holland,  we  were  to  restore  the 
goods  of  native  British  subjects  resident  there.  An  Englishman 
residing  and  trading  in  Holland,  is  just  as  much  a  Dutch  merchant 
as  a  Swede  or  a  Dane  would  be." 

This  case  was  decided  in  1800.  Mr.  Bowden  had  returned  to 
Holland  in  1796,  during  the  war,  and  had  continued  in  the  country 
of  the  enemy.  It  is  not  denied  that  he  continued  his  trade,  and  the 
fact  that  he  did  continue  it,  is  fairly  to  be  inferred,  not  only  from  his 
omitting  to  aver  the  contrary,  but  from  the  language  of  Sir  WUliam 
Scott.  ^  An  Englishman  residing  and  trading  in  Holland,"  says  that 
judge,  "  is  just  as  much  a  Dutch  merchant  as  a  Swede  or  a  Dane 
would  be."  The  case  of  Mr.  Bowden,  then,  is  the  case  of  a  British 
subject  who  continued  to  reside  and  trade  in  the  enemy  country 
four  years  after  the  commencement  of  hostilities.  His 
[  •  304  ]  *  property  must  have  been  condemned  on  one  of  two  prin- 
ciples. Either  the  judge  must  have  considered  his  residence 
in  Guernsey,  from  January,  1795  to  June,  1796,  as  a  temporary  in- 
terruption of  his  permanent  residence  in  Holland,  and  not  as  a  change 
of  domicile,  since  he  returned  to  that  country,  and  continued  in  it,  as 
a  trader,  to  the  rendition  of  the  final  sentence ;  or  he  must  have  de- 
cided that,  although  Mr.  Bowden  remained  and  intended  to  remain 
in  fact  a  British  subject,  yet  the  permanent  national  commercial  char- 
acter which  he  acquired  after  this  capture,  retroacted  on  a  trade 
which,  at  the  time  of  capture,  was  entirely  British,  and  subjected  the 
property  to  confiscation.  On  whichsoever  of  these  principles  the  case 
was  decided,  it  is  clear  that  the  hostile  character  attached  to  the  pro- 
perty of  Mr.  Bowden  in  consequence  of  his  residing  and  trading  in 
the  country  of  the  enemy  during  the  war.  This  case  is,  I  think, 
materially  variant  from  one  in  which  the  residence  and  trading  took 
place  during  peace,  and  the  capture  was  made  before  a  change  of 
residence  could  be  conveniently  effected. 

The  Diana,  5  Rob.  60,  is  also  a  case  of  considerable  interest, 
which  contains  doctrines  entitled  to  attentive  consideration. 

During  the  war  between  Great  Britain  and  Holland,  which  com- 
menced in  1795,  the  island  of  Demarara  surrendered  to  the  British 
arms.  By  the  treaty  of  Amiens,  it  was  restored  to  the  Dutch.  That 
treaty  contained  an  article  allowing  the  inhabitants,  of  whatever 
country  they  might  be,  a  term  of  three  years,  to  be  computed  from 
the  notification  of  the  treaty,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  their 
property  acquired  and  possessed  before  or  during  the  war,  in  which 
term  they  may  have  the  full  exercise  of  their  religion  and  enjoyment 
of  their  property. 
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Previous  to  the  declaration  of  war,  against  Holland,  in  1803,  The 
Diana  and  several  other  vessels,  loaded  with  colonial  produce,  were 
captured  on  a  voyage  from  Demarara  to  Holland.  Immediately  after 
the  declaration  of  war,  and  before  the  expiration  of  three  years  from 
the  notification  of  the  treaty  of  Amiens,  Demarara  again 
surrendered  to  Great  Britain.  Claims  to  the  captured  *  prop-  [  *  305  ] 
erty  were  filed  by  original  British  subjects,  inhabitants  of 
Demarara,  some  of  whom  had  settled  in  the  colony  while  it  was  in 
possession  of  Great  Britain,  others  before  that  event.  The  trial 
came  on  after  the  island  had  again  become  a  British  colony. 

Sir  William  Scott  decreed  restitution  to  those  British  subjects  who 
had  settled  in  the  colony  while  in  British  possession,  but  condemned 
the  property  of  those  who  had  settled  there  before  that  time.  He 
held,  that  their  settling  in  Demarara  while  belonging  to  Great  Britain, 
afforded  a  presumption  of  their  intending  to  return,  if  the  island  should 
be  transferred  to  a  foreign  power;  which  presumption,  recognized  in 
the  treaty,  relieved  those  claimants  from  the  necessity  of  proving  such 
intention.  He  thought  it  highly  reasonable  that  they  should  be  ad- 
mitted to  their  jus  postliminii^  and  be  held  entitled  to  the  protection 
of  British  subjects. 

But  the  property  of  those  claimants  who  had  settled  before  it  came 
to  the  possession  of  Grreat  Britain,  was  condemned.  '^  Having  settled 
without  any  faith  in  British  possession,  it  cannot  be  supposed,"  he 
said,  *^  that  they  would  have  relinquished  their  residence,  because  that 
possession  had  ceased.  They  had  passed  from  one  sovereignty  to 
another  with  indifference ;  and  if  they  may  be  supposed  to  have 
looked  again  to  a  connection  with  this  country,  they  must  have  viewed 
it  as  a  circumstance  that  was  in  no  degree  likely  to  affect  their  inten- 
tion of  continuing  there."  ^^  On  the  situation  of  persons  settled  there 
previous  to  the  time  of  British  possession,  I  feel  myself,"  said  the 
judge,  <<  obliged  to  pronounce  that  they  must  be  considered  in  the 
same  light  as  persons  resident  in  Amsterdam.  It  must  be  under- 
stood, however,  that  if  there  were  among  these,  any  who  have  been 
actually  removing,  and  that  fact  is  properly  ascertained,  their  goods 
may  be  capable  of  restitution.  All  that  I  mean  to  express  is,  that 
there  must  be  evidence  of  an  intention  to  remove,  on  the  part  of 
those  who  settled  prior  to  British  possession,  the  presumption  not 
being  in  their  favor." 

This  having  been  a  hostile  seizure,  though  made  before 
the  declaration  of  war,  the  property  is  held  equally  •liable  [  *  306  ] 
to  condemnation  as  if  captured  the  instant  of  that  declara- 
tion. 

So  much  of  the  case  as  relates  to  those  claimcmts  who  had  settied 
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during  British  possession,  proves  that  other  circumstances  than  an 
actual  getting  into  motion  for  the  purpose  of  returning  to  his  own 
country,  may  create  a  presumption  of  intending  to  return ;  and  may 
put  off  that  hostile  commercial  character  which  a  British  subject 
residing  and  trading  in  the  country  of  an  enemy,  is  admitted  to 
acquire.  The  settlement  having  been  made  in  a  country  which,  at 
the  time,  was  in  possession  of  Great  Britain,  though  held  only  by 
the  right  of  conquest,  a  tenure  known  to  be  extremely  precarious, 
and  rarely  to  continue  longer  than  the  war  in  which  the  acquisition 
is  made,  is  sufficient  to  create  this  presumption ;  but  the  case  does 
not  declare  negatively  that  no  other  circumstances  would  be  sufficient 

I  am  aware  that  the  part  of  the  case  which  applies  to  claimants 
who  had  settled  previous  to  British  possession,  will,  at  first  view,  ap- 
pear to  have  a  strong  bearing  on  the  question  before  the  court.  The 
shipment  was  in  time  of  peace,  and  the  seizure  was  made  before  the 
declaration  of  war.  The  trade  was  one  in  which  a  British  subject, 
in  time  of  peace,  might  lawfully  engage.  However  strong  his  inten- 
tion might  be  to  return  to  his  native  country  in  the  event  of  war,  he 
could  not  be  expected  to  manifest  that  intention  before  the  actual 
existence  of  war.  The  reconquest  of  the  island  followed  the  declara- 
tion of  war  so  speedily,  as  scarcely  to  leave  time  for  putting  in  exe- 
cution the  resolution  to  return,  had  one  been  formed  Taking  these 
circumstances  into  view,  the  condemnation  would  seem  to  be  one  of 
extreme  severity.  Yet  even  this  case,  admitting  the  decision  to  be 
perfectly  correct,  does  not,  I  think,  when  accurately  examined,  go  so 
far  as  to  justify  a  condemnation  under  such  circumstances  as  belong 
io  some  of  the  cases  at  bar. 

The  island  having  surrendered  during  war,  such  of  its  inhabitants 
as  were  originally  British  subjects  were  not  allowed  to  derive,  &om 
this  reannexation  to  the  dominions  of  Great  Britain,  the  advantages 
to  which  a  voluntary  return  to  their  own  country,  of  the 
[  *  307  ]  same  •  date,  would  have  entitled  them.  They  were  con- 
sidered as  if  they  had  been  "  residents  of  Amsterdam." 

But  Sir  William  Scott  observes,  that  ^  if  there  are  among  these 
any  who  have  been  actually  removing,  and  that  fact  is  properly 
ascertained,  their  goods  may  be  capable  of  restitution."  ^^  Actually 
removing" — when  ?  Not,  surely,  before  the  seizure ;  for  that  was 
made  in  time  of  peace.  Not  before  the  declaration  of  war,  when  the 
original  seizure  was  converted  into  a  belligerent  capture ;  for  until 
that  declaration  was  known,  a  person  whose  intention  to  remain  or 
return  was  dependent  on  peace  or  war,  would  not  be  "  actually  re- 
moving." On  every  principle  of  equity,  then,  the  time  to  which  these 
expressions  refer,  must  be  the  surrender  to  Demarara,  or  a  reasonable 
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time  after  the  declaration  of  war  was  known  there.  The  one  period 
or  the  other  would  be  eubsequent  to  that  event  which  waa  deemed 
eqnivalent  to  capture. 

It  is  not  unworthy  of  remark,  that  Sir  William  Scott  adds  expla- 
natory words  which  qualify  and  control  the  words  ^  actually  remov- 
ing/' and  show  the  sense  in  which  he  used  them.  "All,"  says  the 
judge,  ^  that  I  mean  to  express  is,  that  there  must  be  evidence  of  an 
intention  to  remove,  on  the  part  of  those  who  settled  prior  to  British 
possession,  the  presumption  not  being  in  their  favor." 

It  would,  then,  I  think,  be  rejecting  a  part,  and  a  material  part,  of 
the  opinion,  to  say  tha^  an  intention  to  remove  clearly  proved,  though 
not  accompanied  by  the  fact  of  removal,  would  have  been  deemed 
insufficient  to  support  the  claim  for  restitution. 

Were  there  no  other  circumstances  of  real  importance  in  this  case 
—  did  it  rest  solely  on  the  sentiments  expressed  by  the  judge,  uncon* 
necied  with  those  circumstances,  I  should  certainly  consider  it  as 
leaving  open  to  the  claimants  before  this  court,  the  right  of  proving 
an  intention  to  return  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  declaration 
of  war,  by  other  overt-acts  than  an  actual  removal 

But  there  are  other  circumstances  which  I  cannot  *deem  [  *308  ] 
immaterial ;  and,  as  the  opinions  of  a  judge  are  always  to  . 
be  taken  with  reference  to  the  particular  case  in  which  they  are  de- 
livered, I  must  consider  these  expressions  in  connection  with  the 
Whole  case. 

The  jH-obability  is,  that  the  claimants  were  not  merely  Britbh  mer- 
diants.  Though  the  fact  is  not  expressly  stated,  there  is  some  rea- 
son to  believe  that  they  had  become  proprietors  of  the  soil,  and  were 
completely  incorporated  with  the  Dutch  colonists.  They  are  not  de- 
nominated merchants.  They  are  spoken  of,  through  the  case,  not  as 
residents,  but  as  settlers.  "They  had  passed,"  said  Sir  William 
Scott,  "  from  one  sovereignty  to  another  with  indifference."  This 
mode  of  expression  appears  to  me  to  indicate  a  more  permanent  in- 
terest in  the  country  —  a  more  intimate  connection  with  it  than  is  ac- 
quired by  a  merchant  removing  to  a  foreign  country,  and  residing 
these  in  time  of  peace,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  trade.  And  in  another 
of  the  same  class  of  cases,  it  is  said  that,  previous  to  the  last  war,  the 
principal  plantations  of  the  island  were  in  possession  of  British  plant- 
ers from  the  other  Britbh  islands. 

The  voyage,  too,  in  making  which  The  Diana  was  captured,  was 
a  direct  voyage  between  the  colony  and  the  mother  country.  The 
trade  was  completely  Dutch;  and  the  property  of  any  neutral, 
wherever  residing,  if  captured  in  such  a  voyage,  during  war,  would 
be  condemned. 

VOL.  III.  13 
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But  it  is  still  more  material  that  those  who  settled  in  Demarara 
before  British  possession,  must  have  settled  daring  the  war  which 
was  terminated  by  the  treaty  of  Amiens ;  or,  if  they  settled  in  time 
of  peace,  must  have  continued  there  while  the  colony  was  Dutch,  and 
while  Holland  was  at  war  with  Great  Britain.  Whichever  the  fact 
might  be,  whether  they  had  settled  in  an  enemy  country  during  war, 
or  had  continued,  through  the  war,  a  settlement  made  in  time  of 
peace,  they  had  demonstrated  that  war  made  no  change  in  their  re- 
sidence. In  their  case,  then,  it  might  be  correctly  said,  ^  that  war 
created  no  presumption  of  an  intention  to  return  " — "  that  they  passed 

from  one  sovereignty  to  another  with  indifference." 
{  *  309  ]  ^  I  cannot  consider  claims  under  these  circumstances,  as 
being  in  the  same  equity  with  claims  made  by  persons 
who  had  removed  into  a  foreign  country,  in  time  of  peace,  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  trade,  and  whose  trade  would  be  annihilated  by 
war. 

The  case  of  The  Boedes  Lust,  5  Bob.  233,  differs  from  The  Diana 
only  in  this :  the  ckdmants  are  not  alleged  to  have  been  originally 
British  subjects.  Restitution  was  asked,  because  the  property  did 
pot  belong  to  an  enemy  at  the  time  of  shipment,  nor  at  the  time  of 
seizure,  nor  at  the  time  of  adjudication.  These  grounds  were  all  de» 
clared  to  be  insufficient  The  original  seizure  was  provisionally  hos- 
tile ;  and  the  declaration  of  war  consummated  the  right  to  condenm, 
and  vested  the  property  in  the  crown,  as  enemy  property.  The  sub- 
sequent change  in  the  character  of  the  claimants,  who  became  Bri- 
tish subjects  by  the  surrender  of  Demarara,  could  not  divest  it 
"  Where  property  is  taken  in  a  state  of  hostility,"  said  Sir  William 
Bcott,  ^<  the  universal  practice  has  ever  been  to  hold  it  subject  to  con- 
demnation, although  the  claimants  may  have  become  Mends  and 
subjects  prior  to  adjudication."  "  With  as  littie  effect,"  he  added^ 
<<  can  it  be  contended  that  a  postliminium  can  be  attributed  to  these 
parties.  Here  is  no  return  to  the  original  character,  on  which  only  a 
jus  postliminii  can  be  raised.  The  original  character  at  the  time  of 
seizure,  and  immediately  prior  to  the  hostility  which  has  intervened, 
was  Dutch.  The  present  character,  which  the  events  of  war  have 
produced,  is  that  of  British  subjects ;  and,  although  the  British  sub- 
ject might,  under  circumstances,  acquire  the  Jus  postliminii,  upon 
the  resumption  of  his  native  character,  it  never  can  be  considered 
that  the  same  privilege  accrues  upon  the  acquisition  of  a  character 
totally  new  and  foreign." 

This  opinion  is  certainly  not  decisive ;  but  it  appears  to  me  rather 
to  favor  than  oppose  the  idea,  that  a  merchant  residing  abroad  and 
taking  measures  to  return  on  the  breaking  out  of  war,  may  entitie 
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himself  to  ihe  jus  postliminii^  with  respect  to  property  shipped  before 
a  knowledge  of  the  war. 

The  President  was  captured  on  a  voyage  from  the  •  Cape  [  *  310  ]: 
of  Good  Hope  to  Europe.  Mr.  Elmslie,  the  claimant,  was 
bom  a  British  subject,  but  claimed  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
He  had  removed  to  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  during  the  preceding 
war,  and  still  resided  there.  The  property  was  condemned.  In  deli- 
vering  his  opinion,  Sir  William  Scott  observed :  ^  It  is  said  the  claim- 
ant is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  an  intention  of  removing  to  Philadel- 
phia, in  a  few  months.  A  mere  intention  to  remove,  has  never  been 
held  sufficient  without  some  overt  act,  being  merely  an  intention 
residing  secretly  and  undistinguishably  in  the  breast  of  the  party,  and 
liable  to  be  revoked  every  hour.  The  expressions  of  the  letter  in 
which  this  intention  is  said  to  be  fomid,  are,  I  observe,  very  weak 
and  general,  of  an  intention  merely  infutwro*  Were  they  even  much 
stronger  than  they  are,  they  would  not  be  sufficient  Something 
more  than  mere  verbal  declaration,  some  solid  fact  showing  that 
the  party  is  in  the  act  of  withdrawing,  has  always  been  held  neces- 
sary in  such  cases." 

It  is  to  be  held  in  mind,  that  this  opinion  is  delivered  in  thiS  case 
of  a  person  who  had  fixed  his  residence  in  an  enemy  country,  during 
war,  and  that  he  claimed  to  be  the  subject  of  a  neutral  State.  For 
both  these  reasons,  the  war  afforded  no  presumption  of  his  intending 
to  return  either  to  his  native  or  adopted  country.  To  the  vague  ex- 
pression of  an  intention  to  return  at  some  future  indefinite  time,  no 
influence  can  be  ascribed.  When  the  judge  says  that  ^  something 
more  than  mere  verbal  declaration,  some  solid  fact  showing  that  the 
party  is  in  the  act  of  withdrawing,  has  always  been  held  necessary 
in  such  cases,"  I  do  not  understand  him  to  say  that  the  person  must 
have  put  himself  in  personal  motion  to  return,  must  have  commenced 
his  voyage  homeward,  in  order  to  be  considered  as  in  ^'  the  act  of 
withdrawing."  Many  other  overt  acts,  as  selling  a  commercial  estab- 
lishment, stopping  business,  making  preparations  to  return,  accom- 
panied by  declarations  of  the  intent,  and  not  opposed  by  other  circum- 
stances, may,  in  my  opinion,  be  considered  as  acts  of  withdrawing. 

In  the  case  of  The  Ocean,  6  Rob.  90,  Sir  William  Scott  said 
"  this  claim  relates  to  the  situation  of  British  subjects  set- 
tled •in  a  foreign  State,  in  time  of  amity,  and  taking  early  [  'Sll  ] 
measures  to  withdraw  themselves,  on  the  breaking  out  of 
war.  The  affidavit  of  claim  states  that  this  gentleman  had  been  set- 
tled as  9.  partner  in  a  house  of  trade  in  Holland,  but  that  he  had 
made  arrangements  for  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  was 
only  prevented  from  removing  personally,  by  the  violent  detention  of 
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all  British  subjects  who  happened  to  be  within  the  temtories  of  the 
enemy,  at  the  breaking  out  of  the  war.  It  would,  I  think,  under 
tiiese  'curcumstances,  be  going  farther  than  the  principle  of  law  re- 
quires, to  conclude  this  person  by  his  former  occupation,  and  by  his 
present  constrained  residence  in  France,  so  as  not  to  admit  him  to 
have  taken  himself  out  of  the  effect  of  supervening  hostilities,  by  the 
means  which  he  had  used  for  his  removal." 

If  other  means  for  the  removal  were  taken,  than  arrangements  for 
the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  they  are  not  stated ;  and  it  is  fairly 
to  be  presumed  that  these  arrangements  were  the  most  prominent  of 
them,  since  that  fact  is  alone  selected  and  particularly  relied  upon. 
In  his  statement  of  the  case,  the  reporter  says  that  tiie  claimant  had 
actually  made  his  escape,  and  returned  to  England,  in  July,  1803 ; 
(the  trial  was  in  January,  1804,)  but  this  must  be  a  mistake,  or  is  a 
fact  not  adverted  to  by  the  judge,  since  he  says,  in  his  opinion,  that 
the  claimant  is,  at  the  time,  <^  a  constrained  resident  of  France." 

I  shall  notice  two  other  cases  which  are  frequently  cited,  though  I 
have  seen  no  full  report  of  either  of  them. 

The  first  is  the  case  of  Mr.  Curtissos.  This  gentleman,  who  was 
a  British  subject,  had  gone  to  Surinam,  in  1766,  and  from  thence  to 
St.  Eustatius,  where  he  remained  till  1776.  He  then  went  to  Holland 
to  settle  his  accounts,  and  with  an  intention,  ^<  as  was  said,"  of  re- 
turning afterwards  to  England,  to  take  up  his  final  residence.  In 
December,  1780,  orders  of  reprbal  were  issued  by  England  against 
Holland.  On  the  first  of  January,  1784,  The  Snelle  Zeylder  was  cap- 
tured, and,  on  the  5th  of  March,  and  10th  of  April,  1781,  the  vessel 
and  cargo  were  condemned  as  Dutch  property.  On  the 
[•312  ]  •27th  of  April,  1784,  Mr.  Curtissos  returned  to  England; 
and,  on  an  appeal,  the  sentence  of  condemnation  was  re- 
versed by  the  lords  of  appeals,  and  restitution  decreed. 

Other  claims  of  Mr.  Curtissos  were  brought  before  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  and  on  a  full  disclosure  of  these  circumstances,  restitution 
was  decreed,  before  the  decree  of  the  lords  in  the  case  of  The  Snelle 
Zeylder  was  pronounced. 

The  principle  of  this  decree  is  said  to  be,  that  ^Mr.  Curtissos  was 
in  UinerCy  and  had  put  himself  in  motion,  and  was  in  pursuit  of  his 
original  British  character. 

I  do  not  mean  to  find  fault  with  this  decision  ;  but  certai^y  it  pre- 
sents some  strong  points  more  unfavorable  to  the  claimant  than  will 
be  found  in  some  of  the  cases  now  before  this  court  Mr.  Curtissos 
had  obtained  a  commercial  domicile  in  the  country  of  the  enemy.  At 
the  time  of  the  sailing,  capture,  and  condemnation  of  The  Snelle 
Zeylder,  he  still  resided  in  the  country  of  the  enemy.    But  it  is  said 
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he  was  in  itinere ;  he  was  in  motion  in  pursuit  of  his  original  British 
character.  What  was  this  journey  he  is  said  to  have  been  perform- 
ing in  pursuit  of  his  original  character  ?  He  had  passed  from  one 
part  of  the  dominions  of  the  United  Provinces  to  another.  He  had 
moved  bis  residence  from  St  Eustatiusto  Holland,  where  he  remained 
from  the  year  1776  till  1781  —  a  time  of  sufficient  duration  for  the 
acquisition  of  a  domicile,  had  he  not  previously  acquired  it  This 
change  of  residence,  to  make  the  most  of  it,  is  an  act  too  equivocal 
in  itself  to  afford  a  strong  presumption  that  it  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  returning  to  England.  Had  his  stay  in  Holland  even  been 
short,  a  colonial  merchant  trading  to  the  mother  country,  may  so  fre- 
quently be  carried  there  on  the  business  of  his  trade,  that  the  fact  can 
afford  but  weak  evidence  of  an  intention  to  discontinue  that  trade  ; 
but  an  interval  of  between  four  and  five  years  elapsed  between  his 
arrival  in  Holland  and  his  departure  from  that  country,  during  which 
time  he  is  not  stated  to  have  suspended  his  commercial  pursuits,  or 
to  have  made  any  arrangements,  such  as  transferring  his  property  to 
England,  or  making  an  establishment  there,  which  might 
indicate,  *  by  overt  acts,  the  intention  of  returning  to  his  na-  [  •  313  ] 
iive  country.  This  journey  to  Holland,  connected  with  this 
long  residence,  would  seem  to  me  to  be  made  as  a  Dutch  merchant 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  himself  there,  rather  than  as  prepara- 
tory to  his  return  to  England.  But  it  was  said  that  he  intended  to 
return  to  England.  How  was  this  intention  shown  ?  If  not  by  his 
journey  to  Holland,  and  his  long  residence  there,  it  was  only  shown 
by  his  being  employed  in  the  settlement  of  his  accounts  while  a  mer- 
chant at  St  Eustatius,  a  business  in  which  he  would  of  course,  en- 
gage, whatever  his  future  objects  might  be.  This  equivocal  act 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  explained,  otherwise  than  by  his  own 
declarations ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  these  declarations  were  made 
previotis  to  the  capture. 

But  could  I  even  admit  that  the  journey  from  St.  Eustatius  to 
Holland  was  made  with  a  view  of  passing  ultimately  from  Holland 
to  England,  yet  the  intention  was  not  to  be  immediately  executed. 
The  time  of  carrying  it  into  effect,  was  remote  and  uncertain ;  sub- 
ject to  so  many  casualties  that,  had  not  the  war  supervened,  it  might 
never  have  been  carried  into  effect 

But  laying  aside  these  circumstances,  the  case  proves  only  that 
being  in  itinere^  in  pursuit  of  the  native  character,  divests  the  enemy 
character  acquired  by  residence  and  trading ;  it  is  not  insinuated  that 
this  character  can  be  divested  by  no  other  means. 

Mr.  Whitehill's  case,  though  one  of  great  severity,  does  not,  I  think 
overturn  the  principle  I  am  endeavoring  to  sustain.    He  went  to  St 

13  • 
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Enstatius  but  a  few  days  before  Admiral  Rodney  and  the  British 
forces  made  their  appearance'  before  that  place.  But  it  was  (m>ved 
that  he  went  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  permanent  settlement  there. 
No  intention  to  return  appears  to  have  been  alleged.  The  recency 
of  his  establishment  seems  to  have  been  the  point  on  which  his  claim 
rested. 

This  case,  in  principle,  bears  on  that  before  the  court,  so  far  only 
as  it  proves  that  war  does  not,  under  all  circumstances,  necessarily 
iumish  a  presumption,  that  the  foreigner  residing  in  the  enemy  coun- 
try, intends  to  return  to  his  own.  The  circumstances  of  this 
[  •  314  ]  •  case,  so  far  as  we  understand  them,  were  opposed  to  the 
presumption  that  war  could  affect  Mr.  Whitehill's  residence. 
War  actually  existed  at  the  time  of  his  removal ;  and  had  that  fact 
been  known  to  him,  there  would  have  been  no  hardship  in  his  case* 
He  would  have  voluntarily  taken  upon  himself  the  enemy  character 
at  the  same  time  that  he  took  upon  himself  the  Dutch  character. 
There  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  court  considered  him  in  equal  fault 
with  a  person  removing  to  a  country  known  to  be  hostile.  St.  Ens- 
tatius was  deeply  engaged  in  the  American  trade,  which,  from  the 
character  of  the  contest,  was,  at  that  time,  considered  by  England  as 
cause  of  war,  and  was  the  fact  which  drew  on  that  island  the  ven- 
geance of  Britain.  Mr.  Whitehill  could  have  fixed  himself  there 
only  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  that  trade.  "  He  went,'*  says 
Sir  William  Scott,  "  to  a  place  which  had  rendered  itself  particularly 
obnoxious  by  its  conduct  in  that  war."  This  was  certainly  a  circum- 
stance which  could  not  be  disregarded,  in  deciding  on  the  probability 
of  his  intending  to  remain  in  the  country  in  the  event  of  war. 

These  are  the  cases  which  appear  to  me  to  apply  most  strongly  to 
the  question  before  this  court.  No  one  of  them  decides,  in  terms, 
that  the  property  of  a  British  subject  residing  abroad  in  time  of  amity, 
which  was  shipped  before  a  knowledge  of  war,  and  captured  by  a 
British  cruiser,  shall  depend,  conclusively,  on  the  residence  of  tiie 
claimant  at  the  time  of  capture,  or  on  his  having,  at  that  time,  put 
himself  in  motion  to  change  his  residence.  In  no  case  which  I  have 
had  an  opportunity  of  inspecting,  have  I  seen  a  dictum  to  this  effect 
The  cases  certainly  require  an  intention,  on  the  part  of  the  subject 
residing  and  trading  abroad,  to  return  to  his  own  country,  and  that 
this  intention  should  be  manifested  by  overt  acts ;  but  they  do  not, 
according  to  my  understanding  of  them,  prescribe  any  particular  overt 
act,  as  being  exclusively  admissible ;  nor  do  they  render  it  indispens- 
able that  the  overt  act  should,  in  all  cases,  precede  the  capture.  If  a 
British  subject  residing  abroad  for  commercial  purposes,  takes  decided 
measures,  on  the  breaking  out  of  war,  for  returning  to  his  native  conn- 
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try,  and  especially  if  he  should  actually  return,  his  claim  for 

ttie  resthution  of  property  shipped  before  his  knowledge  of  *  [  *  315  ] 

the  war,  would,  I  think,  be  favorably  received  in  a  British 

court  of  admirally,  although  his  actual  return,  or  the  measures  prov« 

ing  his  intention  to  return,  were  subsequent  to  the  capture.     Thus 

understanding  the  English  authorities,  I  do  not  consider  them  as 

opposing  the  principle  I  have  laid  down. 

An  American  citizen  having  merely  a  conunercial  domicile  in  a  for-- 
eign  country,  is  not,  I  think,  under  the  British  authorities,  concluded, 
by  his  residence  and  trading  in  time  of  peace,  from  averring  and  prov- 
ing an  intention  to  change  his  domicile  on  the  breaking  out  of  war, 
or  from  availing  himself  of  that  proof 'in  a  court  of  admiralty.  The 
intrinsic  evidence  arising  from  the  change  in  his  situation,  produced 
by  war,  renders  it  extremdy  probable  that  in  this  new  state  of  things 
he  must  intend  to  return  home,  and  will  aid  in  the  construction  of 
any  overt  act  by  which  such  intention  is  manifested.  Dissolution  of 
partnership,  discontinuance  of  trade  in  the  enemy  country,  a  settle** 
ment  of  accounts,  and  other  arrangements  obviously  preparatory  to 
a  change  of  residence,  are,  in  my  opinion,  such  overt  acts  as  may, 
under  drcumstanoes  showing  them  to  be  made  in  good  faith,  entitle 
the  claimant  to  restitution. 

I  do  not  p^ceive  the  mischief  or  inconvenience  that  can  result  from 
the  establishment  of  this  principle.  Its  operation  is  confined  to  pro- 
perty shipped  before  a  knowledge  of  the  war.  For  if  shipped  after- 
wards, it  is  clearly  liable  to  condemnation,  unless  it  be  protected  by 
the  principle  that  it  is  merely  a  veithdrawing  of  funds.  Being  con- 
fined to  shipments  made  before  a  knowledge  of  the  war,  the  evidence 
of  an  intention  to  change  or  continue  a  residence  in  the  country  of 
the  enemy,  must  be  speedily  given.  A  continuance  of  trade  after 
the  war,  unless,  perhaps,  under  very  special  circumstances,  and  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  closing  transactions  already  commenced,  would 
fix  the  national  character  and  the  domicile  previously  acquired.  An 
immediate  discontinuance  of  trade,  and  arrangements  for  removing, 
followed  by  actual  removal  within  a  reasonable  time,  luiless  detained 
by  causes  which  might  sufficiently  account  for  not  removing,  would 
fix  the  intention  to  change  the  domicile,  and  show  that  intention  to 
return  had  never  been  abandoned;  that  the  intention  to 
remain  always  had  never  *  been  formed.  It  is  a  case  in  [  *  316  ] 
which,  if  in  any  that  can  be  imagined,  justice  requires 
that  the  citizen,  having  entirely  recovered  his  national  character 
by  his  own  act,  and  by  an  act  which  shows  that  he  never  intend- 
ed to  part  with  it  finally,  should,  by  a  species  of  the  jus  postliminiij 
be  allowed  to  aver  the  existence  of  that  character  at  the  instant  of 
capture.    In  the  establishment  of  such  a  principle,  I  repeat,  I  can 
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perceive  no  danger.  In  its  rejection,  I  think  I  perceive  much  iujus* 
tice.  An  individual  whose  residence  abroad  is  certainly  innocent  and 
lawful,  perhaps  advantageous  to  his  country,  who  never  intended  that 
residence  to  be  permanent,  or  to  continue  in  time  of  war,  finds  himself 
against  his  will,  clothed  vidth  the  character  of  an  enemy,  so  conclu- 
sively that  not  even  a  return  to  his  native  country  can  rescue  from  that 
character  and  from  confiscation,  property  shipped  in  the  time  of  real 
or  supposed  peace.   My  sense  of  justice  revolts  from  such  a  principle. 

In  applying  this  opinion  to  the  claimants  before  the  court,  I  should 
be  regukited  by  their  conduct  after  a  knowledge  of  the  war.  If  they 
continued  their  residence  and  trade  after  that  knowledge,  at  any  rate 
after  knowing  that  the  repeal  of  the  orders  in  council  was  not  imme- 
diately  followed  by  peace,  their  claim  to  restitution  would  be  clearly 
unsustainable.  K  they  took  immediate  measures  for  returning  to 
this  country,  and  have  since  actually  returned,  or  have  assigned  suffi- 
cient reasons  for  not  returning,  their  property  I  think  may  be  capable 
of  restitution.  Some  of  the  claimants  would  come  within  one 
description,  some  within  the  other.  It  would,  under  the  opinion  given 
b^  the  court,  be  equally  tedious  and  useless  to  go  through  their  cases. 

My  reasoning  has  been  applied  entirely  to  the  case  of  native  Ame- 
ricans. This  course  has  been  pursued  for  two  reasons.  It  presents 
the  argument  in  what  I  think  its  true  light ;  and  the  sentence  of  con- 
demnation makes  no  discrimination  between  native  and  other  citizens. 

The  claimants  are  natives  of  that  country  with  which  we  are  at 
war,  who  have  been  naturalized  in  the  United  States.  It  is  impossi- 
ble to  deny  that  many  of  the  strongest  arguments  urged  to  prove  the 
probability  that  war  must  determine  the  native  American 
[  •  317  ]  citizen  to  abandon  *  the  country  of  the  enemy  and  return 
home,  are  inapplicable,  or  apply  but  feebly,  to  citizens  of 
this  description.  Yet  I  think  it  is  not  for  the  United  States,  in  such 
a  case  as  this,  to  discriminate  between  them. 

I  will  not  pretend  to  say  what  distinctions  may  or  may  not  exist 
between  these  two  clases  of  citizens,  in  a  contest  of  a  different  de« 
scription.  But  in  a  contest  between  the  United  States  and  the 
naturalized  citizen,  in  a  claim  set  up  by  the  United  States  to  confis* 
cate  his  property,  he  may,  I  think,  protect  himself  by  any  defence 
which  would  protect  a  native  American.  In  the  prosecution  of  such 
a  claim,  the  United  States  are,  I  think,  if  I  may  be  excused  for  bor- 
rowing from  the  common  law  a  term  peculiarly  appropriate,  estopped 
from  saying  that  they  have  not  placed  this  adopted  son  on  a  level 
with  those  born  in  their  family. 

Livingston,  J.,  concurred  in  the  opinion  with  the  chief  justice. 

8  0.335,363;  11  H.  47. 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1814.  168 

The  Merrimack.    8  C. 


Thb  Merrimack. 

8  C.  817. 

Goods  purchased  hj  British  merchants,  before  the  war,  between  the  United  States  and  Great  ^  14^.  ^ 
Britain,  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  American  citizens,  shipped  to  the  agent  of  the  British  j^,.  ^  .a  ^ 
merchants  in  the  United  States,  also  an  American  dtisen,  *'on  account  and  risk  of  ai^  ^-^ 

American  citizen/'  and  no  circumstances  of  fraud  or  unfairness  appearing  in  the  transac'  "^-^     "^ 
tion,  were  Tested  in  the  American  citizens  at  the  time  of  the  shipment,  and  are  not  liable  o-'^f'  <^   - 
to  condemnation,  although  the  Tessel  sailed  from  England  after  the  declaration  of  war  was 
known  there. 

But  if  goods  be  purchased  as  abore,  though  the  accompanying  iuToioes,  bills  of  lading,  and 
letters  be  addressed  by  the  British  consignors  to  the  American  citizens  for  whom  the  pur- 
chase was  made,  and  all  concur  to  show  the  property  to  be  in  them,  yet  if  these  documents 
are  inclosed  in  a  letter  from  the  consignors  to  their  agent  in  the  United  States,  though  an 
American  citizen,  directing  him  not  to  delirer  the  goods  in  case  of  the  existence  of  certain 
circumstanees,  nor  until  he  should  have  received  payment  from  the  consignees,  in  cash,  the 
property  in  the  said  goods  continued  in  the  British  consignors  at  the  time  of  capture. 

Goods  by  the  Same  ship,  purchased  as  above,  and  consigned  to  the  agent  of  the  consignors, 
being  an  American  cituEon,  in  whose  name  also  the  bill  of  lading  is  made  out,  but  the  bill 
of  parcels  and  invoice  in  the  name  of  the  American  merchants  for  whom  the  purchase  was 
made ;  the  shipment  also  being  expressed  to  be  on  their  account,  though  the  goods  are 
spoken  of  in  the  letter  of  the  consignors  as  British  property;  vested  in  the  American 
merchants  at  the  time  of  shipment 

The  circumstance  that  the  goods  continue,  during  the  whole  voyage,  at  the  risk  of  the  ship- 
pers, is  not  of  itself  decisive  to  show  that  the  property  had  not  vested  in  the  consignee. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 
district  of  Maryland. 

The  following  are  the  material  facts  of  the  case :  — 

The  ship  Merrimack,  owned  by  the  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
sailed  from  Liverpool  for  Baltimore,  a  few  days  after  the  declaration 
of  war,  by  the  United  States  against  Oreat  Britain,  was  known  in 
that  country,  having  on  board  a  cargo  of  goods  shipped  by  British 
subjects,  and  consigned  to  citizens  of  the  United  States.  On  the 
25th  of  October,  1812,  she  was  captured,  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  be- 
tween Annapolis  and  Baltimore,  by  the  private  armed  vessel  Rossie, 
Joshua  Barney,  commander. 

The  goods,  being  libelled  as  a  prize  in  the  district  *  court  [  *  318  ] 
of  Maryland,  were  severally  claimed  by  sundry  citizens  of 
the  United  States. 

These  several  claims,  and  the  circumstances  connected  with  them 
respectively,  were  thus  stated  by  Marshall,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court :  — 

1.  William  and  Joseph  Wilkins,  merchants  of  Baltimore,  claimed 
the  goods  contained  in  eleven  cases  and  one  bale  marked  W.  J.  W« 
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These  goods  were  made  up  for  them,  in  pursuance  of  their  orders, 
before  the  war  was  known  in  GSreat  Britain,  by  a  manufacturing  com- 
pany, one  member  of  which,  Thomas  Leich,  resided  in  Leicester,  in 
>  Great  Britain,  and  the  other,  Edward  Harris,  was  an  American  citi- 
zen residing  in  the  United  States. 

The  bill  of  parcels  was  in  the  name  of  Messrs.  William  and  Joseph 
Wilkins.  This  paper  also  served  for  an  invoice,  and  there  was  no 
other  on  board  for  these  goods. 

The  bill  of  lading  was  in  the  name  of  Edward  Harris,  who  was 
the  consignee. 

The  goods  were  accompanied  by  a  letter  from  Thomas  Leich  to 
Edward  Harris,  dated  Leicester  the  29th  of  July,  1812,  in  which  he 
says :  "  With  this  you  will  receive  bill  of  lading  of  11  cases  of  worst- 
ed and  cotton  hosiery  for  Messrs.  W.  and  J.  WiUdns,  Baltimore,  and 
with  insurance  to  8922.  55.  It  is  a  large  sum,  but,  from  what  I  can 
learn,  they  are  very  respectable.  Indeed,  Mr.  Brown  of  the  house  of 
Chancellor  &  Co.  came  with  him,  and  seemed  almost  offended  that 
did  not  send  the  cottoa  hose  he  ordered  before,  and  said  he  would 
guarantee  the  amount  of  the  worsted  goods,  therefore  must  have 
offended  him  if  did  not  comply.  Have  not  sent  but  about  hfidf  the 
cotton  goods  they  ordered,'^  &c.,  "  informed  them  that  we  thought  it 
necessary  to  secure  our  property  to  ship  all  to  you,  as  you  could 
prove  that  they  were  American  property  by  making  affidavit  they 
are  bond  fide  your  property.  As  our  orders  in  council  are  repealed, 
hope  your  government  will  be  amicably  inclined  as  well, 
[  •  319  ]  and  *  that  trade  will  be  on  regular  footing  again,  but  for 
fear  there  should  be  some  other  points  in  dispute,  I  shall 
send  you,  and  our  friends  through  your  hands,  all  the  goods  prepared 
for  your  maxket  which  you^U  perceive  is  very  large.  Hope  you  will 
approve  of  my  sending  all,  and  as  there  may  have  been  some  altera- 
tions in  some  of  your  friends,  shipping  them  to  you  gives  the  power 
of  keeping  back  to  you." 

There  was  also  on  board,  a  letter  dated  Leicester,  22d  July,  1812, 
signed  Harris,  Leich  &  Co.,  and  addressed  to  Messrs.  William  and 
Joseph  Wilkins,  merchants  of  Baltimore,  in  which  they  say :  "  The 
repeal  of  the  orders  in  council  having  been  agreed  on  by  our  govern- 
ment, we  have  availed  ourselves  of  the  opportunity  of  sending  the 
greater  part  of  your  spring  and  fall  orders,"  &c.  "As  we  are  not 
certain  that  your  government  will  protect  British  property,  we  have 
thought  it  right  to  ship  all  ours  under  cover  to  Mr.  Harris,  who  can 
claim  as  his  own  band  fide  property,  and  he,  being  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  thought  proper  to  use  every  precaution,  having  re- 
ceived some  unpleasant  accounts  about  your  government  having 
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agreed  on  war  with  this  country,  which  we  hope  will  not  be  the 
case." 

2.  ATKean  and  Woodland,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  claim 
sundry  parcels  of  goods,  part  of  the  same  cargo,  as  their  property. 

These  goods  were  purchased  by  Baily,  Eaton,  and  Brown,  mer- 
chants of  Sheffield,  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  the  claimants.  They 
were  shipped  to  Robert  Holladay,  also  an  American  citizen.  The 
bill  of  lading  was  to  Robert  Holladay,  ^  on  account  and  risk  of  an 
American  citizen."  The  invoice  was  also  headed  to  £obert  Holla- 
day. 

A  letter  from  Baily,  Eaton,  and  Brown  to  Samuel  AFKean,  dated 
11th  July,  1812,  says:  "A  few  days  ago  we  received  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Rogerson,  of  New  York,  informing  us  that  the  partnership  of  Messrs. 
AFKean  and  Woodland  was  dissolved,  but  he  does  not  say  whether 
you  or  Mr.  Woodland  continue  the  business,  or  whether  both  of  you 
decUue  it.  We  have  purchased  about  3,000^  sterling  of 
goods  by  order  of  •the  late  firm,  and  on  their  account,  most  [  *  320  ] 
of  which  have  been  purchased  and  paid  for  by  us,  from 
fifteen  to  eighteen  months  ago,  and  have  been  on  our  hands  waiting 
for  shipment.  We  have  this  day  given  orders  to  our  shipper  at  Liv- 
erpool, to  put  them  on  board  a  good  American  vessel  sailing  for  your 
port,  with  a  British  license  ;  but  from  the  uncertainty  we  are  in  re- 
specting the  particulars  of  your  dissolution  of  partnership,  and,  in 
fact,  not  knowing  whether  to  consign  them  to  you  or  Mr.  Woodland, 
we  have  finally  concluded  to  consign  them  to  Mr.  Holladay,  with 
whom  you  will  be  pleased  to  make  the  necessary  arrangements  re- 
specting them."  "  We  have  addressed  the  invoice  to  Mr.  Holladay  to 
your  care ;  and  directly  on  receiving  it,  if  he  should  not  be  in  Balti- 
more, you  will  please  advise  him  of  its  arrivaL" 

The  residue  of  the  letter  contains  their  reasons  for  hoping  that  Mr* 
M'Kean  will  not  insist  on  the  usual  credit,  but  will  remit  inmiediately 
on  receiving  the  goods.  This  request  is  founded  on  their  having  been 
so  long  in  advance  for  the  purchase  of  them. 

Messrs.  Baily,  Eaton,  and  Brown  addressed  a  letter  to  Mr.  Holla- 
day, dated  the  10th  of  July,  1812,  in  which  they  say:  "  Inclosed  you 
will  receive  invoices  of  sundry  goods  for  Messrs.  M'Kean  and  Wood- 
land, which  complete  their  orders."  They  then  assign  the  same  reason 
for  shipping  the  goods  to  Mr.  Holladay,  that  is  given  in  their  letter  to 
Mr.  M'Kean  ;  and,  after  directing  him  to  arrange  with  Mr.  M'Kean, 
add:  ^<  We  cannot  view  this  consignment  at  all  in  the  light  of  an  in- 
tercepted shipment  coming  within  the  meaning  of  the  articles  of 
agreement  between  you  and  us."  This  letter  also  contained  a  pro- 
position for  immediate  remittance,  founded  on  the  time  which  had 
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elapsed  since  the  ^oods  were  purchased.  This  proposition,  they  say, 
is  made  to  all  their  friends  in  the  United  States,  and  they  hope  none 
will  refuse  to  accede  to  it.  "  But,''  they  add, "  in  thus  acting,  we 
have  left  the  matter  to  the  free  and  unbiased  will  of  our  friends,  and 
they  are  certainly  upon  honor." 

3.  Messrs.  Kimmel  and  Albert,  merchants,  of  Baltimore, 
[  *  321  ]  claimed  seven  packages  of  goods  on  board  The  *  Merrimack, 
which  were  purchased,  in  pursuance  of  their  orders,  by  Baily, 
Eaton,  and  Baily.  The  invoice,  bill  of  lading,  and  letters,  addressed 
(one  by  the  consignors  and  the  other  by  the  shipper,  who  was  their 
agent)  to  Messrs.  Elmmel  and  Albert,  concur  in  showing  property 
in  the  claimants.  But  all  these  documents  and  letters  are  inclosed  in 
a  letter  of  the  5th  of  August,  1812,  written  by  Baily,  Eaton,  and  Baily 
to  Samuel  M'Kean.  In  this  letter,  the  writers  refer  to  a  former  letter 
of  the  3d  of  July,  in  which  they  informed  Mr.  M'Kean  that  they 
should,  on  the  recommendation  of  their  general  agent,  Mr.  Holla- 
day,  inclose  their  invoices  and  bills  of  lading  for  the  adjacent  country 
to  him,  and  requested  him  to  make  inquiries  into  the  circumstances 
of  their  correspondents,  and  be  regulated,  as  to  putting  the  letters, 
&c,  into  the  post-office  so  as  to  reach  the  persons  to  whom  they 
might  be  addressed,  by  the  result  of  those  inquiries.  Messrs.  Baily, 
Eaton,  and  Baily  indulge  the  hope  that  the  repeal  of  the  British 
orders  in  council  will  restore  peace  between  the  two  countries,  in 
which  event  M'Kean  is  stiU  to  be  governed  by  their  letter  of  the  3d 
pf  July.  "  But,"  they  add,  "  if,  when  you  receive  our  invoices  and 
bills  of  lading,  a  state  of  war  should  really  continue,  it  will  be  pro- 
per not  to  deliver  these  goods  until  you  have  received  the  amount  of 
the  invoices  from  the  consignees,  in  cash." 

4.  John  H.  Browning  &  Co.  were  also  claimafits  of  part  of  the 
cargo. 

This  claim  stood  on  precisely  the  same  principles  with  that  of 
Kimmel  and  Albert.  The  documents  given  in  evidence  were,  in 
effect,  the  same,  and  were  inclosed  in  the  same  letter  from  Baily, 
Eaton,  and  Baily,  to  Samuel  M'Kean. 

It  was  contended  by  the  captors,  in  the  district  court,  that,  from 
the  papers  and  letters  on  board,  it  appeared  that  the  goods  were  not 
sold  and  delivered  in  England,  so  as  to  vest  the  property  in  the 
claimants,  but  were  sent  to  the  agents  of  the  shippers  in  the  United 
States,  to  be  delivered  or  not,  according  to  their  discretion ;  conse- 
quentiy,  that  the  property  was  not  changed,  and  the  goods,  therefore, 

were  liable  to  capture  as  British  property. 
[  •  322  ]      *  Restitution  was  decreed  in  the  district  court,  and  the 
decree  was  affirmed  in  the  circuit  court     An  appeal  was 
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taken  to  this  courts  where  the  captois  pray  condemnation  on  the 
same  grounds  as  in  the  courts  below. 

Harper  J  for  the  appellants* 

Pifikneyy  for  the  claimants. 

*  Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  relating  to  the  [  *  327  ] 
several  claims  in  this  case,  delivered  the  following  opinion 

of  the  court,  as  to  the  claims  of  IVFKean  and  Woodland,  Kimmel 
and  Albert,  and  John  H.  Browning  &  Co. :  —  « 

1.  As  to  the  claim  of  M'Kean  and  Woodland. 

The  question  of  property,  in  this  case,  depends  on  certain  letters 
written  by  Baily,  Eaton,  and  Brown,  which  were  found  on  board  the 
captured  vessel  A  letter  of  the  11th  of  July,  1812,  addressed  to 
Samuel  M'Kean,  shows,  in  the  clearest  manner,  that  the  property  in 
dispute  was  purchased  and  shipped  for  M'Kean  and  Woodland,  in 
pursuance  of  their  orders;  and  accounts  for  a3signing  it  to  Mr. 
Holladay. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  cause  which  can  throw  the  slightest  sus- 
picion on  the  fairness  of  this  transaction.  It  unquestionably  is,  what, 
on  the  face  of  these  letters,  it  purports  to  be,  a  purchase  for  M'Kean 
and  Woodland,  made  in  pursuance  of  their  orders,  and  shipped  for 
them  to  Bobert  Holladay,  because,  in  the  moment  of  shipment,  in- 
formation was  received  that  their  partnership  was  dissolved,  and  the 
shipper  had  no  instructions  in  what  manner  to  direct  to  them.  In 
this  situation,  he  considered  himself  as  acting  most  certainly  for  their 
advantage,  by  addressing  the  goods  to  an  agent  residing  in  the  same 
town  with  M'Kean  and  Woodland,  who  should  receive  them  to  their 
use.  In  such  a  case,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  property  was 
vested  in  M'Kean  and  Woodland,  and  is,  consequently,  not  liable  to 
condemnation  as  enemy  property. 

The  sentence  is  affirmed. 

*  2.  As  to  the  claim  of  Kimmel  and  Albert  [  *  328  ] 
Prom  their  letter  it  is  apparent  that,  in  the  event  of  war, 

Baily,  Eaton,  and  Baily,  reserved  to  themselves  that  power  which 
ownership  gives  over  goods,  and  instructed  their  agent,  M'Kean,  in 
what  manner  that  power  was  to  be  exercised.  There  being  no  letter 
addressed  to  Kimmel  and  Albert,  but  under  cover  to  M'Kean,  it  is 
apparent  that  they  were  to  know  nothing  of  the  shipment,  unless,  in 
the  opinion  of  M'Kean,  it  should  be  prudent  to  make  the  communi- 
cation ;  and  even  then,  the  property  was  to  become  theirs,  not  under 

VOL.  III.  14 


158  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

The  Merrimack.    8  C.  ' 

the  original  contract,  but  under  a  new  contract  to  be  made  with 
M'Kean.  The  delivery  on  board  the  ship  was  a  delivery  to  IVFKean, 
not  absolutely  for  Kimmel  and  Albert,  but  for  them,  provided  they 
acceded  to  new  and  distinct  propositions  made  by  Baily,  Eaton,  and 
Baily.  In  such  a  case,  no  change  of  property  could  l^e  place  till 
Kimmel  and  Albert  should  accede  to  these  new  propositions ;  aiKl 
the  capture  having  taken  place  before  the  contract  was  complete,  the 
goods  must  be  considered  as  enemy  property. 

The  sentence  is  reversed,  and  the  claim  dismissed. 

3.  The  claim  of  John  H.  Browning  &  Co. 

This  claim  stands  on  precisely  the  same  principles  with  that  of 
Kimmel  and  Albert  The  documentary  evidence  is  in  effect  the 
same,  and  was  inclosed  in  the  same  letter  from  Baily,  Eaton,  and 
Baily,  to  Samuel  M'Kean.     The  claim,  therefore,  must  be  dismissed. 

The  sentence  is  reversed,  and  the  claim  dismissed. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court,  as 
to  the  claim  of  W.  and  J.  WiUdns,  as  follows :  —  ^ 

The  points  of  distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  M'Kean 

and  Woodland,  unfavorable  to  these  claimants,  are  the  following : — 

1.  That  Harris,  the  direct  consignee,  had  a  control  given 

[  *  329  ]  him  over  the  goods,  which  authorized  him,  had  *  he  thought 

proper,  to  refuse  to  deliver  them  over  to  the  Wilkins's. 

2.  That  Harris  had  also  a  power,  under  certain  circumstances,  to 
make  them  his  own. 

3.  That,  in  the  letters  both  to  the  Wilkins's  and  Harris,  the  con- 
signor alleges  as  his  reason  for  making  the  shipment  through  Harris, 
his  fears  that  this  government  would  not  protect  British  property  ; 
thereby,  as  is  contended,  acknowledging  this  property  to  be  British. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  circumstance  favorable  to  this  claim,  that 
the  original  bills  of  parcels  were  made  directly  to  the  claimants,  and 
were  sent  along  with  the  shipment,  as  a  substitute  for  an  invoice. 

It  is  assumed  as  a  postulate,  that  a  direct  consignment  on  ac- 
count of  the  consignee,  made  in  pursuance  of  his  orders,  is  not 
subject  to  condemnation  as  prize  of  war ;  and  that  it  is  immaterial 
whether  it  be  purchased  for  cash  or  credit ;  or  insured  in  the  enemy's 
country,  or  elsewhere. 

It  will,  then,  be  enough  to  show  that  every  beneficial  interest 
which  such  a  shipment  would  vest  in  the  consignee,  was  vested  in 
the  claimants  in  this  case. 

The  first  difficulty  arises  from  the  circumstance  that  the  bill  of 
lading  was  made  out  to  Harris,  and  not  to  the  Wilkins's,  whereby 
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the  captain  of  the  ship  became  bound  to  deliver  them  to  Hairis  or 
his  assigns. 

Upon  a  fair  view  of  the  whole  transaction,  this  distinction  will  be 
found  rather  to  be  formal  than  real ;  and  that  it  produces  no  differ- 
ence in  the  state  of  right  between  these  parties. 

The  interest  vested  in  the  consignee  by  the  delivery  to  the  captain, 
is  not  absolute  to  all  purposes.  So  fax  as  relates  to  the  right  of 
stoppage  in  transitu^  it  continues  subject  to  the  control  of  the  con- 
signor, and  may  be  reduced  by  him  into  possession,  before  actual 
delivery ;  or  the  authority  of  the  captain  to  deliver  them 
*  according  to  the  original  bills  of  lading,  may  be  counter-  [  *  330  ] 
manded,  and  another  destination  given  them. 

Upon  comparing  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  it  will  be 
found  t^at  the  transaction  was  so  arranged  as  to  produce  no  other 
change  in  the  rights  of  the  parties,  than  to  put  it  in  Harris's  power 
to  exercise  this  right  of  stoppage  in  ircmsUuy  in  case  of  the  insolvency 
of  the  Wilkins's. 

The  bill  of  lading  is  made  out  to  Harris,  which  gave  him  the  right 
to  demand  the  goods  of  the  captain. 

But  the  invoice,  which  has  the  additional  strength  of  a  bill  of 
paroels,  is  made  out  to  the  claimants,  which  gave  them  the  right  to 
demand  the  goods  of  Harris. 

Both  in  the  letter  to  Harris  and  to  the  Wilkins's,  the  shipment  is 
declared  to  be  on  account  of  the  latter ;  and,  in  the  letter  to  the 
former,  tiie  shipper  goes  into  a  detail  of  his  reasons  for  giving  the 
claimants  so  large  a  credit. 

Thus  these  papers,  taken  together,  place  the  interest  of  the  claim- 
ants on  the  same  footing  as  if  the  bill  of  lading  had  been  made  out 
to  Harris  for  the  use  of  the  Wilkins's ;  and  in  that  case,  there  could 
have  been  little  doubt  that  the  claim  must  be  sustained. 

If  the  invoice,  although  made  out  to  the  claimants,  had  been 
inclosed  to  the  direct  consignee,  it  would  have  furnished  a  strong 
argxmient  in  favor  of  the  captor.  But  here,  the  evidence  of  right  is 
placed  in  the  claimants'  own  hands;  thereby  acknowledging  their 
right  in  the  goods  shipped,  and  furnishing  them  with  the  means  of 
asserting  it.  Thus  the  shipper  could  never  have  denied  the  rights  of 
the  claimants  in  this  case ;  for  he  had  furnished  the  most  direct  and 
conclusive  evidence  against  himself. 

But  it  is  asserted  that  Harris  had  it  in  his  power  to  make  these 
goods  his  own,  in  defiance  of  the  will  of  the  claimants. 

K  this  were  the  fact,  it  would  only  show  that,  in  *  either  [  *  331  ] 
view  of  the  alternative,  it  was  a  shipment  on  American 
account,  and  that  the  shipper  had  parted  with  all  his  interest. 
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But  the  fact  is  not  so :  and  in  answering  this  argomenti  we  an- 
swer the  remaining  one  also. 

The  shipper  knew  what  he  was  about  War  was  ahready  probably 
declared,  and  he  was  aware  of  the  crash  of  mercantile  credit  which 
generally  follows  on  snch  an  event.  He  also  knew  that,  in  case  of 
asserting  his  right  of  stoppage  in  transUuy  the  property  reverted  and 
became  British ;  in  which  case,  as  he  expresses  himself,  the  jnroperty 
might  be  subjected  to  seizure,  as  enemy's  property. 

With  these  considerations  on  his  mind,  he  msdces  out  the  bill  of 
lading  to  Harris,  and  informs  him  that  his  object  is  to  enable  him  to 
keep  the  goods  back  in  case  of  an  alteration  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  claimants :  and  in  this  case  only  is  the  hint  given  him  that  he 
may  claim  them  as  his  own.  It  is  contended,  that  he  acknowledges, 
in  his  letter  to  the  claimants,  that  the  property  is  British.  But  this  is 
an  error  in  fact.  It  was  necessary  to  assign  some  reason  or  some 
excuse  for  not  having  the  bills  of  lading  made  out  to  the  claimants 
themselves.  And  for  this  reason*,  he  urges  an  apprehension  that  our 
government  would  not  protect  British  property.  But  this  reason 
could  only  be  applicable  in  the  event  of  a  stoppage  in  transitu;  as  a 
direct  shipment  to  the  clcdmants  would  have  left  no  room  for  such  an 
apprehension.  In  the  letter,  also,  to  Harris,  it  is  said^  is  conteuned  an 
acknowledgment  that  the  property  is  British.  This,  also,  is  founded 
in  mistake ;  for  the  letter  to  Harris  only  conmmnicates  the  reason 
which  had  been  assigned  in  the  other  letter,  for  having  the  bill  of 
lading  made  out  as  it  was.  But  suppose  the  passage  in  the  letter  to 
the  claimants,  on  this  subject,  had  been  full  and  explicit  to  the  decla- 
ration of  an  opinion  that  the  property  continued  British,  although 
shipped  on  American  account;  yet  this  would  have  been  but  an  ex« 
pression  of  an  erroneous  opinion,  and  certainly  ought  not,  as  fiar  as 
the  interests  of  the  claimants  are  concerned,  to  have  an  influence  on 
the  decision  of  this  court  But  it  is  asserted  that  the  goods 
[  •  332  ]  continued,  on  the  whole  voyage  at  the  risk  of  *  the  shippers. 
This  may  be  true,  and  yet  it  does  not  prove  enough.  Had 
the  shipment  been  direct  to  the  claimants,  and  insurance  omitted 
contrary  to  order  or  custom,  the  shippers  would  have  been  equally 
liable,  and  yet  the  property  would  not  have  been  subject  to  capture. 
It  is  enough  for  the  purposes  of  the  claimants,  that  the  property  in 
the  goods  had  been  transfeired  to  them,  independentiy  of  the  control 
of  the  shipper  or  his  agent,  except  so  far  as  the  right  to  stop  in  tran- 
situ interfered.  And  such  was  the  situation  of  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties in  this  case.  The  goods  ordered  by  the  claimants  were  shipped 
to  an  agent  for  their  use,  subject  only  to  a  right  which  unquestionably, 
under  any  circumstances,  existed  in  the  shippers.    In  their  letter  to 
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the  claimants,  they  inclose  a  bill  of  parcels,  by  way  of  invoice,  con- 
taining a  positive  acknowledgment  of  the  sale  to  them ;  and  the  letter 
itself,  as  well  as  that  to'  Harris,  speaks  of  the  goods  expressly  as  their 
goods.  The  immediate  consignee  could,  therefore,  only  be  considered 
as  the  bailee  of  the  claimants.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  a  tender  of 
the  money  would  have  been  necessary  to  entitle  them  to  receive  the 
goods  of  Harris,  as,  in  the  letter  to  Harris,  it  is  acknowledged  to  be 
a  sale  on  credit,  and  particular  discounts  offered  as  an  inducement 
for  an  early  payment. 

Indeed,  there  are  words  in  the  letter  to  the  direct  consignee,  which 
amount  to  a  positive  declaration  that  the  shipments  were  not  on  his 
account  nor  on  that  of  the  shippers,  but  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  others. 
^'  I  shall  send  you,  and  our  friends  through  your  hands,  all  the  goods 
prepared  for  your  market"  By  connecting  these  words  with  the 
bills  of  lading,  the  result  is,  that,  although  the  direct  consignee  was 
entitled  to  demand  the  goods  of  the  captain,  yet  it  was  not  to  his 
own  use,  but  to  the  use  of  the  several  persons  on  whose  account  they 
were  shipped. 

Decree  affirmed. 

Story,  J.,  delivered  the  following  separate  opinion,  as  to  the  claim 
of  W.  and  J.  Wilkins. 

I  cannot  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  just  delivered,  as  to  the 
claim  of  the  Messrs.  Wilkins.  It  is  true  that  the  goods  were  purchased 
pursuant  to  the  orders  of  Messrs.  Wilkins ;  but  I  do  not  think 
that  the  •property,  by  the  mere  purchase,  became  vested  in  [  •333  ] 
them ;  and  the  usage  and  course  of  trade  is  generally  otherwise. 
The  purchase  was  made  vdth  the  money  of  the  shipper :  and,  until  a 
delivery,  actual  or  constructive,  to  the  Messrs.  Wilkins,  the  propriety 
thereof  remained  completely  in  the  shipper.  The  goods  were  also 
shipped  as  the  property  of  the  shipper,  consigned  to  the  agent  of  the 
shipper,  and  not  to  the  agent  of  the  Messrs.  Wilkins,  to  be  delivered 
only  in  case  of  the  consignee's  being  satisfied  of  their  perfect  solvency. 
It  is  true  that  the  bill  of  lading  purports  that  the  goods  are  shipped 
on  account  and  risk  of  the  consignee ;  but  the  confidential  letters 
explain  the  transaction,  and  show  that  the  shipment  was  so  made  as 
a  cover  against  belligerent  risks;  and  that  the  property  was  not 
intended  to  be  changed  firom  the  British  shipper,  in  its  transit.  The 
delivery,  then,  of  the  goods  on  board  of  a  general  ship,  was  no  delivery 
to  the  Messrs.  Wilkins.  It  was  not  even  a  delivery  which  vested  the 
property  of  the  goods  in  the  consignee.  The  legal  property  and 
possession  thereof  still  remained  in  the  shippers ;  and  if  the  goods 
had  actually  come  to  the  hands  of  Mr.  Harris,  his  possession  would 

14  • 
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have  been  but  a  oontinuation  of  the  possession  of  the  shipper.  In 
contemplation  of  law,  the  goods  were  as  mnch  under  the  control  and 
possession  of  the  shipper,  as  if  he  had  been  on  board  the  vessel 
during  the  voyage,  or  had  shipped  them  in  his  own  name.  K  they 
had  been  lost  during  the  voyage,  the  loss  would  have  been  his.  He 
had  not  a  mere  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  in  case  of  insolvency,  for 
that  can  be  exercised  only  where  the  property  by  the  shipment  is 
vested  in  the  consignee  for  his  own  use ;  but  he  had  a  perfect  right 
of  countermand  in  all  cases  whatever.  He  might  sell  the  property, 
give  it  a  new  direction,  control  its  delivery,  and,  indeed,  exercise  all 
the  rights  of  full  dominion  and  propriety.  It  seems  to  me,  that  if  the 
Messrs.  Willdns  had  neither  dLJus  ad  rem,  nor  Kjus  in  re,  and  the  lat- 
ter only  is  recognized  in  prize  courts,  they  could  not,  by  subsequent 
acts,  overreach  the  legal  rights  of  the  captors.  At  the  time  of  the 
shipment  and  capture,  it  was,  in  my  view,  enemy  property  liable  to 
condemnation,  having  no  neutral  or  American  onus  attached  to  it. 
It  was  subject  to  the  legal  claims  of  the  creditors  of  the  shipper ;  and 
nothing  existed  in  the  Messrs.  Willdns  but  a  mere  ^es  occvpandiy  or, 
as  the  common  law  phrases  it,  a  mere  possibility,  which  at* 
[  *  334  ]  tached  *  neither  to  the  substance  nor  the  form  of  the  thing. 
Upon  what  ground,  then,  if  I  am  right  as  to  the  ownership 
of  the  goods,  can  the  claim  be  maintained  ?  The  right  of  capture 
acts  upon  the  proprietary  interest  of  the  thing  captured,  at  the  time 
of  capture.  It  is  not  affected  by  the  secret  liens,  or  private  engage- 
ments of  the  parties.  It  repudiates  even  the  strong  claim  of  a  bot- 
tomry bond,  because  it  is  not  9ljus  in  re.  Can,  then,  a  mere  possibility 
be  of  more  consideration  in  a  court  of  prize  ?  The  absence  of  all 
authority  to  this  effect,  and  the  strong  and  emphatic  language  of  all 
the  cases  as  to  secret  liens,  speak  as  powerfully  as  the  most  direct 
and  pointed  decisions  against  it. 

There  is  a  case  cited  by  the  court  in  The  Aurora,  4  Rob.  218,  where 
property  was  shipped  by  a  merchant  in  Holland  to  A.,  a  person  in 
America,  by  order  of  B.  and  per  account  of  B.,  but  with  directions  to 
A.  not  to  deliver  it  unless  satisfaction  should  be  given  for  the  pay- 
ment; and  it  was  held  as  good  prize  on  the  ground  that  the  property 
still  remained  in  the  enemy  shipper.  This  case  I  think  strongly  in 
point;  and  the  manner  in  which  Lawrence  attempted  to  distinguish 
it  from  the  case  then  on  trial,  shows  a  full  concurrence  in  its  correct- 
ness. The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  The  Aurora  itself^  and  in  The 
Marianna,  6  Rob.  22,  are  also  illustrative  of  the  general  doctrine. 

On  the  whole,  I  consider  that,  by  the  doctrine  of  the  common 
and  the  prize  law,  these  goods  were,  at  the  time  of  capture,  enemy 
property ;  and  that  the  claim  of  the  Messrs.  Wilkins,  ought  to  be 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1814  168 

The  FhuuM.    8  C 

lejected ;  and  in  this  opinion  I  have  the  concunenoe  of  two  ^  of  my 
bfetliren. 

Harper  J  suggested  duninution  of  the  lecoid  in  the  case  of  W.  and 
J.  Wilkins,  and  pniyed  the  court  to  grant  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the 
court  below;  but  the  court  refused,  the  case  having  beei^  argued  and 
decided. 

1  W.  908.      . 


*  The  Fsancbs,  Boyer,  Master.   Thompson  et  oL  Claimants.  [  *  336  ] 

8  C.  335. 

A  natnnljzed  citizen,  who,  in  time  of  peace,  letnnis  to  his  natire  country  for  the  purpose  J  W^h'^  ' ) 
of  trade,  bat  with  the  intention  of  returning  again  to  his  adopted  country,  oontinaing  in 
ibe  former  a  year  after  the  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  war  betireen  the  two  coontries^ 
for  the  pnrpoee  of  winding  np  a  complicated  bosiness,  and  engaging  in  no  new  commercial 
transactions  whatever  with  the  enemy,  and  actually  rotnming  to  his  adopted  country  in  a  • 
little  more  thi§  a  year  after  his  first  knowledge  of  the  war,  is  to  be  considered  as  having 
gained  a  domicile  in  his  native  country,  and  his  goods,  captured  after  the  war,  liable  to  con- 
demnation. 

Goods  appearing  by  the  ship's  papers  to  be  a  consignment  from  alien  enemies  to  American 
merchants,  condemned  in  toto  as  prize,  although  further  proof  was  offered  that  American 
merchants  were  jointiy  interested,  and  that  they  had  a  lien  upon  the  goods,  in  conse- 
qnence  of  advances  made  by  them. 

Further  proof  on  these  points  refused. 

This  was  an  appeal  firom  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 
district  of  Rhode  Island. 

The  facts  were  as  follows :  — 

^War  was  declared  by  the  United  States  against  Great  Britain  on 
thelSthof  June,  1812. 

The  ship  Frances,  having  on  board  a  cargo  of  goods  of  British 
manufacture,  consigned  to  various  persons  in  the  United  States, 
sailed  from  Greenock,  in  Scotland,  on  the  19th  of  July,  in  the  same 
year,  for  New  Yotk.  On  the  28th  day  of  August  following,  she  was 
captured  by  the  Yankee  privateer,  and  carried  into  the  district  of 
Bhode  Island,  where  the  cargo  was  libelled  as  enemy  property. 

Bobert  and  James  Thompson  and  William  Steele,  naturalized 
dtizens  of  the  United  States,  claimed  a  considerable  part  of  this 

1  Judges  WAsmNOTOK  and  Tonn. 
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cargo  as  their  own  property ;  and  also  claimed  130  packages,  another 
part  of  the  same  cargo,  as  being  owned  by  them  jointly  with  British 
subjects,  or  as  having  a  lien  upon  the  property  in  consequence  of 
advances  made  upon  the  consignment 

These  goods  were  all  consigned  by  James  Thompson,  a  naturalized 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  residing  in  Scotland,  to  William  Steele, 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  con- 
cern in  New  York, 

All  the  goods  claimed,  except  the  130  packages,  were  incontestably 
the  property  of  the  claimants ;  and,  on  the  trial,  restoration  of  two 
thirds  was  decreed  to  Robert  Thompson  and  William  Steele,  resi- 
dents in  the  United  States ;  in  which  decree  the  captors  acquiesced 
The  remaining  third,  which  belonged  to  James  Thompson,  who 
resided  in  Scotland,  was  condemned ;  and  firom  this  sentence  he  has 

appealed  to  this  court. 
[  *  336  ]  •  The  130  packages  were  also  condenmed  as  enemy  pro- 
perty ;  and  from  this  sentence  the  claimants  have  appealed 
to  this  court ;  but,  having  received  more  full  information  than  they 
originally  possessed  respecting  the  ownership  of  these  goods,  they 
now  abandon  their  claim  as  to  this  property,  except  as  to  66  boxes, 
of  which  they  still  claim  to  hold  a  moiety ;  the  other  ij^oiety  being 
acknowledged  to  be  the  property  of  Messrs.  Dalgleish  and  Frame, 
British  subjects. 

A  claim  to  all  the  above-mentioned  goods  was  also  interposed  by 
the  United  States,  for  a  violation  of  the  non-intercourse  laws ;  which 
claim  was  rejected  in  the  circuit  court,  and  an  appeal  taken  to  the 
supreme  court. 

James  Thompson,  as  appeared  from  the  evidence,  was  a  native  of 
Scotland,  and  came  to  the  United  States  in  the  year  1793,  where  he 
resided,  carrying  on  trade  and  commerce,  till  the  year  1801.  In 
1797,  he  was  naturalized.  In  the  year  1801,  he  went  to  Prance  on 
the  commercial  business  of  his  house,  and,  some  time  afterwards, 
passed  over  to  England,  where  he  was  employed  in  making  pur- 
chases for  and  shipments  to  his  house.  In  the  year  1803,  he  settled 
in  Glasgow,  where  he  continued  doing  that  part  of  the  business  of 
the  partnership  which  was  to  be  transacted  in  ^Oreat  Britain,  until 
the  declaration  of  war.  After  the  knowledge  of  that  event,  he  trans- 
acted no  commercial  business  whatever,  and  was  exclusively  em- 
ployed in  arranging  his  affairs  in  such  manner  as  would  enable  him 
to  return  to  the  United  States.  This  being  accomplished,  he,  in 
August,  1813,  engaged  a  passage  on  board  the  cartel  ship  The  Robert 
Burns,  about  to  sail  from  Liverpool  to  New  York,  but  was  stopped 
by  the  orders  of  government     He  then  passed  over  to  Ireland,  and 
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privately  embarked  for  the  United  States,  where  he  arrived  in 
November  last  Several  affidavits  were  taken  to  show  that  he  always 
considered  the  United  States  as  his  permanent  place  of  residence, 
and  that  he  miiformly  expressed  his  determination  to  return.  His 
letters  manifested  the  same  intention.  It  abo  appeared  that  his 
business  was  complicated,  and  required  his  attention  after  he  ceased 
to  engage  in  new  adventures ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he 
had  performed  any  act  which  could  be  considered  as  *com-  [  *  337  ] 
mencing  to  return,  until  August,  1813,  when  he  engaged  a 
passage  on  board  The  Robert  Bums. 

Ab  to  the  66  boxes  of  merchandise,  the  moiety  of  which  was  still 
claimed  by  Robert  and  James  Thompson  and  William  Steele,  they 
prayed,  on  bringing  up  the  cause  to  this  court,  to  be  allowed  to  make 
further  proof  of  theip^ property  in  the  said  goods;  and  offered,  as 
further  proof,  the  affidavit  of  James  Thompson  that  they  were  the 
joint  property  of  the  house  of  Dalgleish  and  Frame  and  of  Messrs. 
Thompson  and  Steele,  under  a  contract  made  by  two  letters  which 
were  exhibited,  and  which  he  said  were  original  In  addition  to  this, 
James  Thompson  swore  that  he  gave  his  bill  for  the  moiety  of  these 
goods,  which  bill  he  had  paid,  and  that  he  was  prevented  from  notify- 
ing this  contract  to  his  partners  in  his  letter  to  them,  by  the  hurry 
produced  by  the  shipment  The  claimants  offered,  also,  the  affidavit 
of  William  Steele,  stating  that,  some  time  after  the  papers  of  the 
ship  Frances  were  opened,  he  received  the  invoice  and  letters  an- 
nexed to  his  affidavit  in  an  envelope,  with  some  other  papers.  That 
the  letters  were  in  the  handwriting  of  John  Frame  and  James 
Thompson.  That,  before  he  received  them,  he  was  convinced,  from 
tiie  marks,  that  the  goods  in  the  invoice  were,  in  some  respects,  the 
joint  property  of  Ins  house  and  of  Dalgleish  and  Frame ;  which  fact 
he  stated  to  tiie  agents  of  the  captors  as  well  as  the  judge  of  the  cir- 
cuit court,  at  the  trial  in  June,  1813 ;  and  that  James  Thompson  was 
in  the  habit  of  taking  goods  on  joint  account  from  houses  in  Scotland, 
and  sending  them  to  the  house  in  America,  without  specifying 
whether  they  were  on  joint  account  or  on  commission. 

The  letters  referred  to,  were,  one  from  Dalgleish  and  Frame,  dated 
Glasgow,  27th  June,  1812,  and  addressed  to  Mr.  James  Thompson, 
Glasgow,  in  which  they  say  the  goods  were  printed  in  consequence 
of  his  cnrders ;  and  express  a  hope  that  he  will  take  the  whole  con- 
tained in  the  invoice ;  or,  if  not,  that  he  will  allow  them  to  go  to  his 
house  on  joint  account.  The  other  was  a  letter  addressed  to  Messrs. 
Dalgleish  and  Frame,  signed  James  Thompson,  and  dated  Glas- 
gow, Ist  July,  1812,  in  which  he  acknowledges  the  receipt  of  their 
letter  of  the  27th  of  June,  1812,  and  says,  that  as  there  are  a  great 
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[  •  338  ]  •  many  more  goods  in  the  invoice  than  he  had  ordered,  and 
as  he  did  not  wish  to  take  so  large  a  quantity,  he  wonld 
send  them  on  joint  accoont 

The  invoice,  or  rather  bill  of  parcels,  is  dated  Glasgow,  27th  of 
Jmie,  1812,  and  was  headed,  "  Messrs.  R.  and  J.  Thompson  and  W. 
Steele  bought  of  Dalgleish  and  Frame." 

The  affidavit  of  John  Frame,  taken  in  Glasgow,  was  also  exhi- 
bited, in  which  he  swears  that  the  goods  are  the  joint  property  of 
Messrs.  R.  and  J.  Thompson  and  Wm.  Steele  and  of  Dalgleish  and 
Frame. 

Such  was  the  further  proof  offered. 

In  The  Frances  were  two  letters  from  Janies  Thompson  to  Wm. 
Steele.  The  first  was  dated  Glasgow,  July  13,  1812,  in  which  he 
says  "  I  annex  a  list  of  goods  consigned  by  The  Frances.  These 
consignments  are  the  safest  and  surest  trade  for  us,  and  it  was  from 
this  conviction  that  I  allowed  of  so  many  consignments."  In  the 
annexed  list  of  consignments,  referred  to  in  the  foregoing  letter,  were 
the  goods  shipped  by  Messrs.  Dalgleish  and  Frame.  In  this  letter, 
he  writes  on  the  business  of  the  house,  speaks  of  the  consignments 
generally,  recommends  that  the  goods  should  be  promptly  sold  at  the 
market  price,  and  accounts  of  sales  returned ;  but  makes  no  allusion 
to  any  interest  in  the  goods  of  Dalgleish  and  Frame. 

Jiving  and  Harper^  for  the  appellants. 

Dexter  and  Pinkneyy  for  the  appellees. 

[  *  347  ]  *  Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

The  rights  of  James  Thompson  depend  entirely  on  his  national 
commercial  character;  which  is  decided  by  the  opinion,  given  in  the 
case  of  The  Venus,  (8  C.  253.) 

The  sentence  of  condemnation  pronounced  in  the  circuit  court,  as 
to  James  Thompson's  claim,  is  affirmed. 

The  original  evidence  is  very  strong  to  prove  that  the  shipment 
made  by  Dalgleish  and  Frame  was  entirely  a  consignment  The 
whole  letter  of  the  13th  of  July  confirms  this  idea.  It  is  scarcely 
credible  that  the  property  of  Dalgleish  and  Frame  would  have  been 
placed  on  the  list  of  consignments  without  a  note  upon  it,  had  it 
been  shipped  on  joint  account.  The  hurry  of  business  will  not 
excuse  or  account  for  this  omission.  The  proposition  of  Dalgleish 
and  Frame  is  stated  to  have  been  made  on  the  27th  of  June,  and  to 
have  been  accepted  on  the  1st  of  July.     The  letters  of  Thompson 
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to  Steele  axe  written  on  the  13th  and  17th  of  July,  when  this  ship- 
ment is  treated  as  being  altogether  a  consignment.  The  hurry  could 
not  have  been  such  as  to  account  for  a  misstatement  of  the  fact. 
There  is,  too,  something  mysterious  in  the  manner  in  which  the 
papers,  offered  as  additional  proof,  reached  Mr.  Steele.  That  they 
should  not  have  been  accompanied  by  a  letter,  nor  bear  any  marks 
of  coming  from  abroad,  is  singular, 

*  Farther  proof  is  not  admitted,  and  the  sentence  is  [  *  348  ] 
affirmed. 

Wednesday^  March  16.  —  Absent,  Marshall,  C.  J. 

Washington,  J.,  as  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  question  of 
lien,  referred  to  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  case  of  The  Frances, 
(Lrvin's  claim,  8  C.  418,)  which  he  said  was  precisely  within  the 
principle  of  the  present  case. 


The  Frances,  Boyer,  Master.    (Graham's  claim.) 

8  C.  348. 

Where  the  affidavits  prodaced  on  the  order  for  farther  proof  are  positive,  but  their  eeedx-^W^- 
bilitj  impaired  by  the  non-production  of  letters  mentioned  in  the  affidavits,  a  second  order 
for  farther  proof  will  be  allowed  in  the  appellate  coart. 

This  case  like  the  preceding,  was  an  appeal  from  the  district  coxat 
of  Rhode  Island :  and  the  claim  of  John  Graham,  the  appellant,  was 
to  certain  other  goods  by  the  same  ship.  The  Frances,  captured  and 
carried  into  Rhode  Island,  as  stated  in  the  case  referred  to,  by  The 
Yankee,  privateer. 

Harper  J  for  claimant 

Pinkney  and  Dexter ^  for  the  captors. 

The  material  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  following  opinion 
of  the  court:  — 

Marshall,  C.  J.  John  Graham,  a  merchant  of  New  York, 
claimed  sundry  parcels  of  goodiB  shipped  on  board  The  Frances,  as 
his  sole  property. 
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The  goods  were  shipped  by  William  Graham  and  brothers,  mer« 
chants,  of  Glasgow,  on  accomit  and  risk  of  John  GnAam, 
[  •  349  ]  merchant,  of  New  York.  There  are  •two  bills  of  lading, 
each  filled  up  with  the  name  of  John  Graham.  There  are 
also  two  invoices,  each  headed  with  the  name  of  William  Graham 
and  brothers,  as  shippers,  and  stating  the  goods  to  be  shipped  on 
account  and  risk  of  John  Graham.  The  first  of  these  invoices  is 
marked  in  the  margin  thus,  W.  G.  ><  L  P.  and  the  other  thus,  [G.] 
There  were  also  two  lists  of  goods.  The  first  headed,  "List  of 
goods  shipped  by  The  Frances,  for  Messrs.  John  Graham  &  Co., 
New  York."  This  list  is  marked,  W.  G.  X  J.  P.  The  other  is 
headed,  "  List  of  goods  shipped  by  The  Frances,  for  Messrs.  Peter 
Graham  &  Co.,  Philadelphia."  These  goods  are  accompanied  by 
two  letters  dated  the  15th  and  16th  of  July,  signed  William  Graham 
and  brothers,  the  first  addressed  to  Messrs.  John  (Graham  &  Co.,  and 
the  last  to  Messrs.  Peter  Graham  &  Co.  The  letter  to  John  Graham 
&  Co.  treats  of  their  trade  generally,  and  contains  only  the  following 
allusion  to  this  shipment:  "  You  have  herewith  the  ship  Fanny^s 
accounts,  to  which  refer  —  also  invoice  of  sun^  goods,  per  Fiances 
—  we  hope  they  may  go  to  a  good  market.  We  expect  you  will 
have  about  one  hundred  packages  of  English  goods.  There  will  be 
somewhat  more  to  Philadelphia." 

The  letter  to  Peter  Graham  &  Co.  is  also  a  general  letter  on  tbe 
subject  of  their  trade.  It  contains  the  following  passage  respecting 
the  shipments  by  The  Frances :  "  We  have  shipped,  by  Frances,  a 
few  goods  well  selected  —  we  could  not  get  almost  any  cluster  seeds." 

The  circuit  judge  directed  the  cause  to  stand  for  further  proof. 

It  appears  firom  the  affidavit  of  John  Graham,  that  in  the  month 
of  January,  in  the  year  1809,  he  entered  into  a  limited  partoership 
with  his  brothers,  William  Gmham  and  Peter  Graham,  who,  as  well 
as  himself,  are  naturalized  citizens  of  the  United  States.  The  busi- 
ness was  to  be  conducted  at  New  York,  by  himself,  und^  the  name 
of  John  Graham  &  Co.  —  at  Philadelphia,  by  Peter  Graham,  under 
the  name  of  Peter  Graham  &  Co.  —  and  at  Glasgow,  by  William 
Graham,  under  the  name  of  WiUiam  Graham  and  Brothers.  That, 
from  the  commencement  of  the  partnership,  he  has  been  in 
[  *  350  ]  the  constant  habit  of  carrying  on  extensive  *  business,  with 
the  knowledge  of  his  partners,  on  his  private  account,  and 
also  in  connection  with  others.  That  the  investment  and  disposal 
of  the  funds  of  the  deponent,  together  with  the  management  of  the 
mercantile  concerns  of  iiie  firms  composed  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
commission  business,  were  the  prineipal  if  not  the  sole  business  of 
William  Graham  and  Brothers  at  Glasgow.    That,  fixnn  the  intimate 
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knowledge  they  possessed  of  each  other's  affairs,  and  in  consequence 
of  their  connection  as  brothers,  the  distinction  between  his  firm  and 
his  private  character  was  not  always  preserved.  It  was  the  less 
attended  to,  because  the  affairs  of  the  company  and  his  individual 
concerns  were  firequently  the  subjects  of  the  same  letter,  and  it  became 
the  more  usual  to  address  him  by  the  style  of  the  firm,  because  there 
are  several  other  persons  of  the  same  name  in  New  York.  He  adds, 
that  in  making  shipments  on  the  sole  account  of  the  deponent,  Wil- 
liam Graham  has  been  in  the  habit  of  assorting  the  whole  into  in* 
voices  of  small  quantities,  calculated  to  suit  the  generality  of  pur- 
chasers in  the  New  York  market,  and  also  that  the  goods  in  any  one 
of  the  said  invoices  might  be  sold  entire,  or  transshipped  to  Philadel- 
phia or  any  other  market,  ydth  the  original  invoice  accompanying  the 
same,  as  such  original  invoice  would  inspire  more  confidence  in  the 
buyers.  This  circumstance  occasioned  the  lists  of  property  shipped 
by  The  Frances,  and  one  of  them  to  be  addressed  to  Peter  Graham 
&  Co.  He  swears^  in  the  most  positive  and  precise  terms,  that  the 
property  is  entirely  his  own,  and  was  purchased  with  his  private 
fundis  in  the  hands  of  William  Graham. 

William  Black  deposes,  that  he  has  been  long  and  intimately 
acquainted  with  John  Graham,  who  iB  a  man  of  fortune  and  character, 
and  has  been  in  the  habit  of  transacting  much  of  his  own  business 
in  the  said  Graham's  counting-house.  That,  firom  his  knowledge  of 
the  affairs  of  the  said  Graham,  he  verily  believes  that  the  said  Gra- 
ham, both  before  and  since  the  war,  has  been  in  the  habit  of  doing 
business  on  his  private  account,  and  has  received  many  shipments  in 
which  neither  of  his  brothers  were  interested. .  He  has  been  con- 
cerned with  the  deponent  as  part  owner  of  vessels  in  which  the 
deponent  believes  that  nei&er  William  nor  Peter  Graham  held  any 
share. 

*  Isaac  Belt  and  David  Dunham,  merchants  of  New  York,  [  *  351  ] 
swear  to  facts  similar  to  those  stated  by  William  Black. 

Charles  Ghraham,  of  a  different  family  firom  the  claimant,  swears  that 
in  the  year  1811,  there  were,  according  to  the  dispensary,  six  persons 
of  the  name  of  John  Graham  in  New  York,  one  of  whom  was  the 
deponents  father ;  and  that  mistakes  were  firequently  made  respect- 
ing each  other's  letters  which  came  through  the  post-ofiice. 

William  Hill,  principal  clerk  of  William  Graham  and  brothers, 
deposes  to  the  different  concerns  and  to  the  nature  of  the  business 
transacted  by  William  Graham  and  brothers,  as  stated  in  the  affida- 
vit of  John  Graham.  That  they  had  under  their  care  ships  and  ves- 
sels in  which  John  Graham  alone  was  interested.  That  since  an 
early  period  in  the  year  1811,  the  concern  of  William  Graham  and 
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brothers  have  not  shipped  any  goods  whatever,  for  or  on  account  of 
the  said  copartnership,  to  either  of  their  said  establishments,  or  io  any 
other  manner  whatsoever.  That  vessels  continued  to  arrive,  particu- 
larly The  Trident,  The  Fanny,  and  The  Cuba,  to  the  charge  of  the  said 
William  Graham  and  brothers,  for  the  account  and  risk  of  John  Gra- 
ham, in  which  ships  and  cargoes  the  copartnership  or  the  said  Wil- 
liam Graham  had  no  share  or  interest  whatsoever.  The  deponent 
has  seen  sundry  letters  from  the  said  John  Graham  to  the  said  William 
Grraham  and  brothers,  to  invest  the  moneys  arising  from  the  freight 
and  cargoes  of  those  ships,  in  goods,  in  behalf  of  him,  the  said  John 
Graham,  so  soon  as  the  British  orders  in  council  should  be  revoked ; 
and,  until  then,  to  place  the  amount  to  his  private  credit  in  the  books 
of  William  Graham  and  brothers,  which  was  done  by  the  deponent 
as  clerk.  That  this  money  was  invested  in  the  goods  shipped  by 
The  Frances,  and  other  vessels,  which  were  shipped  on  the  sole  account 
of  John  Graham,  and  were  so  entered  on  the  books,  by  the  instruc- 
tions of  William  Graham.  He  states  the  practice  of  dividing  ship- 
ments into  small  invoices,  as  is  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  John  Gra- 
ham. 

Peter  Graham  swears  that  he  has  not,  and  never  had,  any 

[  •  352  ]  interest  in  the  goods  shipped  by  The  Frances.     That  *  John 

Graham  has  been  in  the  habit  of  transacting  business  on 

his  own  account,  with  the  knowledge  of  his  partners,  and  has  ire- 

quently  consigned  his  separate  goods  to  Peter  Graham  &  Co. 

William  N.  Steele,  clerk  of  Peter  Graham,  deposes  to  the  same 
facts ;  and  founds  his  belief  that  Peter  Graham  had  no  interest  in  the 
goods  shipped  by  The  Frances,  on  his  knowledge  of  the  business  of 
the  house. 

WiUiam  Graham  states  in  detail,  with  great  explicitness,  the  cir- 
cumstances narrated  in  the  affidavits  of  John  Graham  and  of  William 
HUl,  his  principal  clerk,  and  avers  most  solemnly  that  the  goods 
shipped  by  The  Frances  were  the  sole  property  of  John  Graham. 

The  court  below  directed 'restitution  of  two  thirds  of  the  cargo,  as 
being  the  property  of  John  and  Peter  Graham,  and  condemned  one 
third,  as  being  the  property  of  William  Graham.  From  this  sen- 
tence of  condemnation  John  Graham  has  appealed ;  and  from  so 
much  of  the  sentence  as  directs  a  restitution  of  one  third  as  the 
property  of  Peter  Graham,  the  captors  have  appealed. 

It  is  certainly  a  rule  in  prize  courts,  dictated  by  good  sense,  and 
calculated  to  promote  the  purposes  of  justice,  that  letters  accompa^)^ 
ing  the  cargo,  written  in  good  faith,  in  the  prosecution  of  a  fair  an 
honest  business,  should  have  great  influence  in  ascertaining  the  re 
proprietors  of  it.     The  letters  on  board  The  Frances  are  of  this  ae- 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1814.  171 

The  Frances.    8  C. 

sciiption.  They  are  such  as  would  be  written  if  the  goods  were 
really  the  property  of  the  company ;  but  such  as  could  scarcely  have 
been  written  if  the  goods  were  the  sole  property  of  John  Oraham. 
Had  they  been  his  sole  property,  it  must  have  happened  that  some 
expression  would  have  been  found  in  the  letters  indicating  the  fact. 
Men  who  write  carelessly  and  without  design,  may  not  be  very  ex- 
plicit; but  it  rarely  happens  that  they  entirely  conceal  the  truth. 
There  will  be  some  allusion  to  it  * 

It  the  goods  were  the  sole  property  of  John  Graham,  why  address 
a  letter  to  Peter  Graham  &  Co.  ?  The  aifidavits  account  rationally 
enough  for  making  up'  separate  invoices ;  but  addressing  a 
letter  to  Peter  Graham  *&  Co.  at  Philadelphia,  by  a  vessel  [  •  353  ] 
destined  for  New  York,  has  very  much  the  appearance  of  a 
shipment  destined  for  the  company  at  that  place,  and  not  for  John 
Grraham,  of  New  York.  The  expressions  of  that  letter  favor  the 
saime  idea.  "  We  have  shipped  you,  by  Frances,  a  few  goods  well 
selected"  These  cannot  well  be  the  goods  of  John  Ghraham.  The 
language  is  surely  not  such  as  would  be  used  in  that  state  of  things. 
"  We  could  not  get  almost  any  cluster  seeds."  These  expressions 
have  a  necessary  reference  to  some  letter  of  orders  from  Peter  Gra- 
ham, mentioning  cluster  seeds  among  the  articles  directed  to  be 
shippecL  ^ 

The  affidavits  produced  on  the  order  for  further  proof,  are  too  posi- 
tive to  be  disregarded  without  considerable  reluctance  and  hesitation. 
There  are,  however,  certain  rules  of  evidence,  the  authority  of  which 
is  admitted  in  all  courts.  One  of  these  is,  that  if  a  written  paper  be 
referred  to,  which  paper  is  in  the  power  of  the  party,  it  ought  to  be 
produced.  The  affidavits  of  William  Graham  and  of  William  Hill 
state  expressly  that  letters  had  been  received  from  John  Ghraham, 
directing  the  disposition  of  cargoes  shipped  from  America  on  his 
own  account,  and  ordering  the  proceeds  to  be  invested  in  British 
manufactures^  also  on  his  own  Account,  so  soon  as  the  British  orders 
in  council  should  be  repealed.  Why  are  not  these  letters  produced  ? 
It  is  impossible  not  to  perceive  their  necessity.  Mr.  John  Graham 
must  have  copied  these  letters  into  his  letter-book.  Why  has  he 
not  furnished  some  evidence  of  this  fact  His  letters  must  have 
been  answered  by  William  Graham  more  explicitly  than  in  that 
which  was  found  on  board  The  Frances.  Why  is  no  one  of  those 
letters  produced  ?  It  is  impossible  to  account  for  the  fact  that  no  one 
of  these  letters  is  an  exhibit  in  the  cause.  The  court  feels  itself 
bound,  judging  on  this  evidence  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  to 
consider  the  goods  as  the  property  of  the  company.  But  it  is  urged, 
on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  that  if  permitted  to  give  further  proof,  he 
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will  produce  the  correspondence  and  such  other  proof  as  will  be  en- 
tirely  satisfactory  to  the  court  Several  circumstances  exist  in  this 
cause  to  induce  the  court  to  allow  still  further  time  for  the  produc- 
tion of  such  further  evidence  as  may  place  the  transaction  beyond 
any  doubt.     The  cause  is  ordered  to  stand  for  further  proof. 


[  *  354  ]  The  Frances,  Boyer,  Master.    Dunham  and  Randolph's 

claim. 

8  C.  854. 

J  WA-  LL  57^  <^^^^  ^^  farther  prooC    Goodf,  shipped  hj  a  Brttbh  to  an  American  house,  (partly  in  con- 
'      formity  with  orders,  and  partly  withoat  orders,)  who  had  an  option  to  accept  or  reject  the 
whole  invoice  in  a  limited  time,  remain  the  property  of  the  shippers  natil  the  election  he 
made  to  accept  them. 

This  is  another  case  of  goods  by  The  Frances,  capkired  by  The 
Yankee,  and  condemned  by  the  circuit  court  of  Rhode  Island,  brought 
up  to  this  court,  on  appeal. 

Messrs.  Dunham  and  Randolph,  merchants,  of  New  York,  claimed 
3  bales  and  19  boxes  of  goods  shipped  by  Alexander  Thompson,  of 
Glasgow,  a  British  subject,  and  consigned  to  Dunham  and  Ran- 
dolph. The  bill  of  lading  is  in  their  names,  and  the  invoice  purports 
to  be  on  their  account  and  risk.  A  letter  firom  Thompson  to  Dun- 
ham and  Randolph,  dated  Glasgow,  11th  July,  1812,  after  describing 
the  goods,  and  the  labor  he  had  employed  in  the  business,  and  stating 
that  the  goods  were  sent  partly  in  The  Fanny  and  partly  in  The 
Frances,  says :  ^  I  have  exceeded  in  some  articles,  and  have  sent  yon 
others  not  ordered."  "  I  leave  it  with  yourselves  to  take  the  whole 
of  the  two  shipments,  or  none  at  all,  just  as  you  please.  If  you  do 
not  wish  them,  I  will  thank  you  to  hand  the  invoices  and  lettm  over 
to  Messrs.  Falconer  &  Co.  I  think  twenty-four  hours  will  allow 
you  ample  opportunity  for  you  to  make  up  your  minds  on  this  point; 
and  if  you  do  not  hand  them  over  within  tiiat  time,  I  will  of  course 
consider  that  you  take  the  whole." 

On  the  16th  of  July,  Alexander  Thompspn  again  wrote  to  Dun- 
ham and  Randolph  a  letter,  in  which  he  mentions  the  information 
that  a  bill  declaring  war  had  passed  the  House  of  Representatives. 
He  then  adds :  "  Considering  the  circumstances  of  the  i^es,  I  thought 
it  best  to  inform  Messrs.  Fcdconer,  Jackson,  &  Co.  fully  of  the  condi- 
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tions  on  which  I  have  shipped  you  the  goods  by  The  Fanny  and 
Frances," 

In  a  letter  to  Messrs.  Falconer,  Jackson,  &  Co.  of  the  same  date, 
he  explains,  in  full,  the  proposition  he  had  made  to  Dunham  and 
Randolph,  and  directs  how  those  gentlemen  are  to  act  for  him,  should 
Dunham  and  Randolph  reject  the  consignment 

•  This  property  was  condemned  in  the  courts  below,  and  [  *  366  ] 
£rom  the  sentence  of  condemnation  the  claimants  appealed 

to  this  court 

Pinkney^  tot  the  appellants. 

Hunter  ^AiA  Dexter^  for  the  appellees. 

*  Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  [  *  367  ] 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

It  has  been  argued  for  the  appellants,  that,  by  the  invoice  and  bill 
of  lading,  and  the  true  construction  of  the  letter  of  Alexander  Thomp- 
son, the  property  was  vested  in  Dunham  and  Randolph,  liable  to  be 
divested  by  their  rejectiag  the  consignment  within  twenty-four  hours 
after  receiving  the  letters.  That  the  condition  annexed  to  the  trans- 
fer is  subsequent,  not  precedent 

The  court  cannot  concur  in  this  reasoning.  It  has  been  very  truly 
uj^ed  for  the  captors,  that,  to  vest  this  property  in  Dunham  and  Ran- 
dolph, a  contract  is  necessary ;  and  that  to  forjga  a  contract  the  consent 
of  two  parties  is  indispensable.  In  this  case,  no  such  contract  ap- 
pears. Had  Thompson,  in  execution  of  the  orders  of  Dunham  and 
Randolph,  consigned  to  them,  unconditionally,  such  goods  as  they 
had  directed,  the  contract  would  have  been  complete,  and  the  goods 
would,  on  being  shipped,  have  become  the  property  of  Dunham  and 
Randolph.  But  Thompson  has  not  done  this.  With  the  goods 
which  ^^ere  ordered  he  has  consigned  other  goods,  expressly  stipulat- 
ing that  Dunham  and  Randolph  shall  not  take  the  goods  they  heid 
ordered,  unless  they  consent  to  take  the  whole  quantity  put  on  board 
both  vessels.  This,  then,  is  a  new  proposition,  on  which 
Dunham  and  *  Randolph  are  at  liberty  to  exercise  their  dis-  [  *  358  ] 
oretion.  They  may  accept  or  reject  it ;  and  until  they  do 
accept  it,  the  property  must  remain  in  Thompson.  The  sentence  of 
condemnation,  therefore,  in  this  case,  was  warranted  by  the  evidence 
before  the  circuit  court 

But  the  claimants  pray  an  order  for  further  proof;  and  say  that, 
before  the  capture  of  The  Frances,  The  Fanny  had  arrived,  and  Dun- 
ham and  Randolph  had  consented  to  take  botii  cargoes. 

16  • 


174  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

The  FimnoeB.    8  C. 

This  application'  is  opposed  on  the  principle  that,  were  the  fact 
even  tnie,  as  alleged  by  the  claimants,  belligerent  property  cannot 
change  its  character  in  transitu. 

Reserving  any  opinion  on  the  law  of  the  case,  until  the  ftds  al- 
leged shall  be  substantiated,  if  it  shall  be  in  the  power  of  tiie  claim- 
ants to  substantiate  them,  the  cause  is  ordered  to  stand  for  farther 
proof. 


The  Frances,  Boyer,  Master.    Kennedy's  claim. 

8  C.  S58. 
Qaestion  of  fact  as  to  property. 

This  was  likewise  a  case  of  goods  by  The  Frances,  condemned  in 
the  circuit  court  of  Rhode  Island.  They  wore  claimed  by  Duncan 
Kennedy,  an  American  citizen,  who  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  tiie  court  without  arguments 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,*  as  follows  :— 
Duncan  Kennedy,  surviving  partner  of  the  house  of  George  Stay- 
ley  &  Co.,  merchants  of  New  York,  claims  eight  boxes  of  merchan- 
dise, part  of  the  cargo  of  the  shio  Frances,  as  his  property. 
(  •  359  ]      •  The  invoice  is  headed 

"  Glasgow,  Sfli  July,  1812. 
^  Messrs.  George  Statley  &  Co. 

^  Receive  from  James  Smith." 

A  letter  from  James  Smith  to  George  Stayley  &  Co.,  in  speaking 
of  the  goods,  terms  them  ^  our  goods,"  and  does  not,  in  any  maimer, 
indicate  that  they  are  the  goods  of  Stayley  &  Co.  He  concludes  his 
letter  witii  saying,  ^  As  it  is  to  be  hoped  the  trade  wiU  now  open,  I 
shall  expect  your  instructions  saying  what  goods  are  best  suited  for 
the  market" 

The  bill  of  lading  is  filled  up  with  the  name  of  George  Stayley  & 
Co.,  ^<  on  account  and  risk  as  per  invoice." 

There  are  several  letters  from  George  Stayley,  in  Glasgow,  to  his 
father ;  but  none  of  them  indicate  an  opinion  that  the  property  of  the 
goods  was  in  Gteorge  Stayley  &  Co. 

The  sentence,  condenming  these  goods,  must  be  affirmed. 
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Tab  Frances,  Boyer,  Master.    French's  claim. 

8  C.  859. 

Hn  mtention  of  the  consignors  of  goods  to  Test  the  right  of  property  in  the  consignee,  is  /  ojO  n  // 
not  sufficient  to  effect  such  a  change  of  property,  nntil  the  goods  are  reoeiyed  hy  the  con- 
signee, or  some  eridenoe  is  giren  of  his  agreement  to  take  them  on  his  own  accoant : 
until  that  time,  the  goods  aie  at  the  risk  of  the  shippers ;  and  if  they  are  enemies,  the 
goods,  if  captured,  are  good  prize;  and  this,  though  the  consignee  wen  the  agent  of  athird 
person  who  had  duected  him  to  order  the  goods,  unless  it  appears  tiiat  he  actually  did 
order  them* 

This,  like  the  former  cases  of  The  Frances,  was  an  appeal  finnn 
Ihe  United  States  circuit  court  for  the  Rhode  Island  district 

WilHam  French,  the  appellant,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
claimed  fourteen  boxes  of  merchandise  shipped  on  board  The  Frances, 
by  James  Anchindoss,  of  Paisley,  in  Scotland,  to  A.  &  J.  Anchin* 
dose,  of  New  York,  on  their  account  and  risk,  with  orders  to 
remit  the  proceeds  to  the  shipper  for  payment  The  *  claim-  [  *360  ] 
ant  alleged  that  the  goods  had  been  previously  ordered  by 
him  through  A.  &  J.  Auchincloss,  to  be  imported  on  his  account  and 
risk. 

Further  proof  was  ordered  by  the  court  below,  to  consist  of  the 
original  order  for  the  merchandise,  and  all  the  letters  and  correspond- 
ence relating  to  it,  and  of  all  the  proofs  of  property  in  the  claimant 

Under  this  order,  the  daimant  produced  a  letter,  dated  Baltimore, 
20th  February,  1812,  signed  by  himself,  and  addressed  to  A.  &  J. 
Auchincloss,  requesting  them  to  order  from  their  Mends,  in  Scotland, 
goods  not  exceeding  in  Talue  1,000/.  sterling,  to  be  shipped  so  soon  as 
the  orders  in  council  should  be  revoked 

On  the  20th  of  September,  1812,  A.  &  J.  Auchindoss  wrote  a  let- 
ter to  the  daimant,  advising  him  of  the  capture  of  The  Frances  with 
the  goods,  said  to  be  shipped  on  his  account,  to  their  address,  and 
desiring  him  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  have  his  property  cleared 

To  these  letters  were  added  affidavits  of  the  dsdmant,  tending  to 
prove  the  property  in  him,  together  with  an  affidavit  of  Darius  Hod- 
son,  that  he  forwarded  the  above  last-mentioned  letter  to  the  claim- 
ant, at  Providence,  by  his  request ;  and  that,  when  he  took  it  from 
the  file,  it  was  a  whole  sheet  directed  to  the  claimant  from  New  York, 
by  J.  Auchincloss,  jun.;  but  that,  in  order  to  save  postage,  he,  the 
deponent,  tore  off  the  outside  leaf,  not  thinking,  at  the  time,  of  its 
being  of  any  importance. 

Upon  this  proof,  the  claim  was  rejected  in  the  court  below,  and  the 
property  condemned  to  the  captors. 
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Jones  J  for  the  appellants* 

Dexter^  for  the  captors. 

Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  following  opinion  of  the  comt : 
[  *  361  ]      *  This  is  the  claim  of  William  French  to  a  part  of  the 

cargo  of  The  Frances,  shipped  by  James  Anchindoss,  of 
Paisley,  in  Great  Britain,  to  A.  and  J.  Aachincloss,  of  New  York, 
on  their  account  and  risk.  By  the  correspondence  between  the  con- 
signor and  consignees,  which  was  exhibited  to  the  court  below,  under 
an  order  for  further  proof,  it  is  somewhat  doubtful  whether  these  goods 
were  to  be  sold  as  the  property  of  the  consignor,  or  of  the  consignees. 
In  the  letter  from  the  former  to  A.  Auchincloss,  dated  the  17th  of 
July,  1812,  he  says :  '^  You  wiU  lose  no  time  to  transmit  immediately, 
on  the  receipt  of  the  invoice  by  The  Fanny,  as  weU  as  by  The  Fran- 
'ces,  to  the  full  amount  of  the  invoices ;  as  thereby,  and  no  other  way, 
is  your  credit  and  John's  to  be  restored  here.  Also  remit,  as  I  have 
often  told  you,  to  clear  off  your  old  debt ;  and,  for  God's  sake,  let  us 
have  no  more  failing  in  the  family.  You  will  observe  that  the  goods 
per  Fanny  and  Frances  are  principally  bought  upon  a  credit  of  3,  4, 
and  5  months  —  this  the  consequence  of  failing." 

In  another  letter  of  the  same  date,  from  the  same  to  the  same,  he 
says :  ^^  By  this  ship,  The  Frances,  I  have  shipped  you  14  boxes  of 
different  kinds  of  goods,  which  I  beg  you  will  lose  no  time  to  dis- 
pose, as  by  early  remittances  you  will  undoubtedly  strengthen  your 
credit"  Li  another  part  of  this  letter  he  says :  "  I  beg  you  will  lose 
no  time  to  remit  largely,  say  3  or  4,000/.  Remember  the  old  cash 
account  with  the  Paisley  Banking  Company."  These  letters,  so  far 
as  they  throw  light  upon  this  transaction,  intimate  very  strongly  that 
A.  and  J.  Auchincloss  were  to  dispose  of  these  goods  upon  their  own 
account,  and  as  the  purchasers  of  them.  But  to  produce  a  change 
of  property  from  the  shipper  to  the  consignee,  it  was  essentially  ne- 
cessary that  the  goods  should  have  been  sent  in  consequence  of  some 
contract  between  the  parties,  by  which  the  one  agreed  to  seU,  and 
the  other  to  buy.  Had  the  language  of  these  letters  been  more  ex- 
plicit than  it  is  to  prove  that  the  intention  of  the  consignor  was  to 
vest  the  right  of  property  in  the  consignee,  it  would  not  have  been 
sufficient  to  effect  such  a  change,  until  the  goods  were  received,  or 
some  evidence  given  of  the  agreement  of  the  consignee  to  take  them 

on  his  own  account     No  order  from  A.  and  J.  Auchincloss 
[  *  362  ]  to  the  *  consignor  of  this  cargo,  authorizing  the  shipment  of 

it,  was  produced  or  offered  to  be  produced  in  the  court  be- 
low ;  and  this  court,  therefore,  is  warranted  in  believing  that  none 
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snch  was  ever  given.  Indeed,  no  interest  whatever  in  these  goods  is 
asserted  to  have  existed  in  A.  and  J.  Auchincloss,  but  the  same  is 
claimed  by  William  French,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  v/ho, 
imder  the  order  for  further  proof,  produced,  in  support  of  his  claim,  a 
letter  from  himself  to  A.  and  J.  Auchindoss,  dated  the  20th  February, 
1812,  in  which  he  requests  them  to  order  from  his  friends  in  Scotland, 
a  quantity  of  goods  enumerated  in  the  letter  not  to  exceed  1,000/. 
sterling,  to  be  shipped  as  soon  as  the  orders  in  council  should  be  re- 
voked, and  adding  that  he  should  consider  the  goods  at  his  risk  from 
the  time  they  should  be  shipped ;  also,  an  invoice  of  these  goods  sent 
by  A.  and  J.  Auchindoss  to  William  French,  together  with  a  letter 
from  them,  dated  the  20th  of  September,  1812,  advising  him  of  the 
capture  of  The  Frances,  with  the  goods  shipped  on  his  account,  and 
recommending  it  to  him  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  vindicate  his 
right  to  the  property.  This  letter  made  its  appearance  in  the  court 
below,  with  the  outer  leaf,  on  which  the  postmark  would  have  been 
placed,  had  there  been  any,  torn  off  To  do  away  the  suspicion 
which  this  circumstance  might  well  excite,  the  affidavit  of  Darius 
Hodson  was  produced,  in  which  he  states  that  he  forwarded  this  letter 
to  the  daimant,  at  Providence,  having  first  torn  off  the  outer  leaf  with 
a  view  to  lessen  the  rate  of  postage. 

The  affidavit  of  the  daimant  is  added,  which  is  fully  to  the  pur- 
pose of  supporting  his  interest  in  these  goods,  so  far  as  his  order  to 
A.  and  J.  Auchindoss  can  vest  such  an  interest  in  him.  But  passing 
over  those  observations  which  might  fairly  be  made  upon  the  muti- 
lated state  of  the  letter  from  A.  and  J,  Auchindoss  to  the  claimant, 
and  the  suspicious  manner  in  which  that  circumstance  is  attempted 
to  be  explained,  it  may  be  observed  that  the  claim  of  William  French 
is  in  no  respect  stronger  than  if  it  had  been  made  A.  and  J.  Auchin- 
doss. Admit  that  he  wrote  to  A.  and  J.  Auchindoss  the  letter  of 
the  20th  of  February,  1812,  and  received  from  them  that  of  the  20th 
of  Septeml)er,  the  inquiry  still  remains  to  be  answered,  where 
is  the  order  for  this  •shipment  from  A.  and  J.  Auchindoss  [  •  363  ] 
as  the  agent  of  the  daimant  ? 

The  truth  is,  that  in  whatever  Ught  this  question  is  viewed,  these 
goods  were  at  the  risk  of  the  shippers  until  they  should  be  received 
by  the  consignee;  and,  consequently,  were  by  the  capture  made 
good  prize,  as  property  belonging  to  tiie  enemy. 


178  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Yowles  V.  Craig.    8  C. 


TuE  Frances,  Bo'yer,  Master,  Gillespie's  claim. 

8  C.  363. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  showed  that  the  claimant,  a  naturalized 
American  citizen,  was  domiciled  in  Great  Britain  when  war  was  de- 
clared, and  continued  to  reside  there  until  July  2, 1813.  The  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island,  having 
condemned  the  property,  the  claimant  appealed. 

Tories  and  Sarpefy  for  the  claimant 

Pinkne^y  for  the  captors. 

[  •  371  ]  •  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  — 

Colin  Grillespie,  a  naturalized  American  citizen  residing  in  Glas- 
gow, claimed  sundry  goods,  shipped  on  his  own  account,  as  his 
property.  This .  claim  depends  entirely  on  his  national  character, 
and  is  decided  in  the  case  of  The  Venus,  8  C.  253. 

The  sentence  of  the  circuit  court,  condemning  the  property  of  the 
claimant,  is  affirmed. 


VowLES  and  others  v.  Craig  and  others. 

8  C.  871. 

If  a  person,  who  has  obtained  a  surrey  npon  a  military  land  warrant  nnder  the  common- 
wealth of  Virginia  for  2,000  acres,  sell  and  transfer,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  his  right 
to  the  Burvej,  and  assign  the  plat  and  certificate  to  the  purchaser,  who  thereupon  obtains 
a  patent  for  the  land  in  his  own  name ;  and  if,  npon  a  lesunrey,  it  appear  that  the  grant 
conve^rs  2,700  acres,  the  yendor  cannot  In  equity  support  a  claim  for  the  surplus,  against 
the  vendee. 

This  case,  as  stated  by  Todd,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  was  as  follows :  — 
This  suit  was  instituted  on  the  chancery  side  of  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  Kentucky  district,  by  the  com- 
[  •  372  ]  plainants,  now  appellants  as  the  heirs  •and  legal  represent- 
atives of  Mary  Vowles,  formerly  Mary  Frazer. 
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The  bill  alleges  that  in  the  year  1774,  a  survey  was  made  for  Mary 
Frazer,  as  heir  at  law,  and  only  daughter  of  Greorge  Frazer,  deceased, 
by  virtue  of  the  governor's  warrant,  and  agreeable  to  the  royal  procla- 
mation of  1763,  for  2,000  acres  of  land  in  Fincastle  county,  on  Elk- 
horn  Creek,  the  waters  of  Ohio  Biver.  That  according  to  usual  and 
customary  allowance,  made  in  this  as  other  military  surveys  at  that 
time,  a  considerable  quantity  of  land  over  and  above  2,000  acres,  is 
contained  within  the  actual  boundaries.  That  in  the  year  1778, 
whilst  the  said  Mary  was  a  minor,  Michael  Robinson,  as  guardian 
of  the  said  Mary,  and  who  had  intermarried  with  her  mother,  made 
a  contract  with  the  defendants,  Lewis,  Joseph,  and  Benjamin  Craig's, 
for  the  sale  of  the  said  2,000  acres  of  land  surveyed  as  aforesaid  for 
the  said  Mary  at  the  price  of  30^.  per  acre,  amounting  to  3,000/,, 
which  was  paid  in  the  depreciated  paper  currency  of  Virginia,  and 
was  of  little  or  no  value.  That  the  said  Mary  was  induced  to  affix 
her  signature  to  an  assignment  of  the  said  plat  and  certificate  of  sur- 
vey, which  was  post-dated  so  as  to  bear  the  appearance  of  its  being 
executed  when  she  was  of  full  age ;  in  consequence  of  which  Lewis 
Craig  obtained  a  patent  for  the  said  land  in  his  own  name,  and  has 
since  conveyed  a  part  thereof  to  the  said  Joseph  and  Benjamin,  under 
whom  the  other  defendants  derive  their  titles.  The  prayer  of  the 
bill  is  to  vacate  the  contract  and  to  decree  a  reconveyance  of  the 
land,  and  for  general  relief. 

The  answers  of  the  defendants,  Lewis  and  Joseph  Craig's,  admit 
the  making  of  the  survey,  and  that  it  contains  a  considerable  quantity 
of  land  within  the  boundaries  more  than  2,000  acres. 

They  admit  the  contract  with  Michael  Robinson  for  the  purchase 
of  the  said  survey ;  but  positively  deny  that  it  was  made  in  the  year 
1778,  and  aver  that  it  was  made  in  1J779.  They  deny  that  the  con- 
tract was  for  2,000  acres  of  land  at  30^.  per  acre,  but  was  for  the 
whole  survey  at  the  price  of  3,000/.  They  also  positively 
deny  that  the  assignment  on  the  plat  and  certificate  of  •sur-  [  *  373  ] 
vey  was  post-dated,  or  that  any  fir'aud,  or  misrepresentation 
was  practised  or  used  relative  to  the  transaction. 

The  answers  of  the  other  defendants  are  deemed  immaterial  to 
the  investigation  of  the  questions  arising  in  this  case. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  circuit  court  upon  the  bill,  answers, 
depositions,  and  other  proofs.  The  court  decreed  the  bill  to  be  dis- 
missed with  costs ;  firom  which  decree  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this 
court. 

Taylor  J  for  the  appellants. 

BledsoCy  for  the  appellees. 
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[  *  379  ]      *  Todd,  J.,  affcer  stating  the  case,  delivered  the  opinion  of 

the  court,  as  follows :  — 
In  the  written  arguments  submitted  by  the  parties,  it  is  admitted 
by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  that  the  evidence  exhibited,  does 
not  support  the  allegation  in  the  biU,  that  the  assignment  was  made 
during  the  minority  of  Mary  Frazer.  This  admission  renders  it  un- 
necessary for  the  court  to  go  into  a  minute  examination  of  the  evi- 
dence ;  it  will  be  sufficient  to  observe  that  the  testimony  is  clear  and 
satisfactory  on  this  point ;  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  pretence  for  set- 
ting aside  the  contract  and  decreeing  a  reconveyance  of  the  land. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  le- 
[•380]  lief  •in  some  shape  for  the  surplus  land  contained  within 

the  survey ;  either  by  a  decree  for  the  reconveyance  of  the 
surplus  land;  by  a  pecuniary  compensation  for  it  according  to  its 
present  value ;  or  by  a  pecuniary  compensation  according  to  the  price 
at  which  the  land  was  sold,  on  which  interest  should  be  allowed. 

This  argument  assumes  for  its  basis,  that  there  existed  a  mistake 
as  to  the  thing  sold.  K  there  was  a  mistake,  how  did  it  originate, 
and  who  is  injured  thereby  ?  Was  there  a  mistake  ?  It  may  be  in- 
quired, to  what  quantity  of  land  was  Mary  Prazer  entitled  by  virtue 
of  the  governor's  warrant  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  royal  proclamap 
tion  ?  To  two  thousand  acres.  How  much  did  she  seU  and  receive 
payment  for  ?  Two  thousand  acres.  It  would  appear  from  this  that 
she  had  sold  and  received  payment  for  as  much  land  as  she  was  en- 
titled to.  How  comes  it,  that  this  surplus  was  included  in  the  sn^ 
vey?  From  the  fraud,  design,  ignorance,  or  negligence  of  the 
surveyor.  Who  is  defrauded  or  injured  thereby?  The  common- 
wealth of  Virginia,  and  not  Mary  Frazer.  For  what  is  it  asked  that 
compensation  shall  be  made  ?  For  land  which,  by  the  fraud,  design, 
ignorance,  or  negligence  of  the  surveyor,  Mary  Fmzer  might  by  pos- 
sibility have  been  entitled  to.  Was  the  sale  of  this  survey  of  a 
specific  quantity,  at  a  certain  price  per  acre?  or  was  it  a  sale  of  a 
specific  tract  ?  The  bill  alleges  it  was  of  the  first  description ;  the 
answers  deny  it,  and  say  it  was  of  the  latter.  There  is  no  proof  to 
support  the  allegation  in  the  bill,  unless  from  the  survey,  a  power  of 
attorney,  and  the  receipt  for  the  purchase-money,  it  should  be  infer- 
red that,  as  they  relate  to  2,000  acres  of  land,  only  that  quantity  was 
intended  to  be  included  in  the  sale.  But  this  proof  is  conceived  to 
furnish  a  very  opposite  conclusion,  the  description  and  designation 
of  the  tract  of  land  sold,  not  as  part  of  a  tract,  but  an  entire  tract 
The  answers,  being  supported  by  the  assignment,  that  it  was  a  sale 
of  the  w^hole  survey,  and  being  also  responsive  to  an  allegation  as 
well  as  to  an  interrogatory  in  the  bill,  must  be  taken  as  true  and  con« 
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dnsive.  When  an  assignment  is  made  of  a  plat  and  certificate  of 
survey,  the  purchaser  takes  it  subject  to  the  risk  of  its  containing  a 
less  qnantity  than  is  expressed  on  its  face,  and  should  it 
contain  more  he  is  entitled  to  it  In  the  case  of  Young  *v.  [  •381  ] 
Craig,  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky,  (a 
copy  of  which  has  been  furnished  and  relied  on  by  each  party,)  the 
court  say,  "  there  was,  particularly  in  the  sales  made  at  an  early 
period  of  this  country,  great  liberality  of  admeasurement  frequently 
allowed  by  the  seller,  and  expected  by  the  purchaser.  Where  this 
was  the  case,  to  authoiize  a  conclusion,  from  the  surplus  contained 
in  the  boundaries  of  a  tract,  that  there  was  a  mistake  of  quantity, 
the  surplus  ought  to  be  greater  than  was  usual  in  conveyances  made 
about  the  same  period."  Now  it  appears  from  a  statement  in  the  bill, 
as  well  as  from  the  general  history  of  the  country,  that  it  was  usual 
and  customary  to  make  considerable  allowance  in  military  surveys ; 
and  it  is  not  shown  that  the  surplus  in  this  is  greater  than  in  other 
surveys  made  about  the  same  time.  Again,  in  the  same  case,  the 
court  proceed,  "it  would  be  obviously  improper  and  unjust  to  lay 
down  any  general  rule  as  to  the  rate  of  surplus  that  would  justify  an 
inference  of  mistake  which  would  deserve  correction ;  each  case  must 
depend  upon  its  own  particular  circumstances ;  whether  such  an  in- 
ference would  be  authorized  in  the  present  case,  were  the  sale  in 
question  per  acre  and  not  in  gross,  need  not  be  determined,  since  we 
are  of  opinion  it  is  of  the  latter  description."  If  this  reasoning  be 
correct  as  to  conveyances,  it  will  apply  with  redoubled  force  to 
assignments  of  plats  and  certificates  of  survey,  where  the  purchaser 
takes  it  subject  to  the  risk  of  its  containing  less  than  it  specifies. 

Mary  Prazer,  or  the  complainants,  can  be  considered  in  no  other 
view,  iiian  mere  volunteers  mala  fide^  and  of  course  not  entitled  to 
the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity. 

It  seems,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  if  the  complainants  are  not 
entitled  to  the  surplus  land,  they  are  not  to  compensation  in  either 
of  the  other  modes  contended  for.  Where  there  is  no  right,  there 
can  be  no  claim  to  compensation  sustained. 

Decree  affirmed^  with  costs. 


VOL.  III.  16 


182         SUPREME   COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

The  fiWly.    6  C. 


[  •  382  ]  •  The  Sally,  Porter,  Master. 

8  0.  882. 

'  3  .  ^  %/  Property  engaged  in  an  illicit  interconrse  witii  the  enemy,  to  be  condemned  to  the  capton, 
"    /^/      not  to  the  United  States.    A  monidpal  forfeiture  nnder  the  Uiwi  of  the  United  States,  is 
H/^.  oy(^      absorbed  in  the  more  general  operation  of  the  law  of  war. 

The  Prize  Act  of  26th  Jane,  1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Lai^,  759,)  operates  as  a  grant  from  the 
United  States  to  the  captors,  of  all  property  right^lly  captured  by  commissioned  pri- 
yateers,  as  prize  of  war. 

This  was  an  appeal  firom  the  decree  of  the  oirciiit  court  for  the 
district  of  Massachusetts. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows :  — 

The  brig  Sally,  Porter,  master,  wa3  captured  July  7, 1812,  by  the 
privateer  Jefferson,  and  with  her  cargo,  consisting  of,  among  other 
things,  4,000  bushels  of  salt,  condemned  as  prize.  The  evidence 
showed  that  the  salt  was  taken  on  board  at  St.  Andrew's,  in  the 
British  Province  of  New  Brunswick,  where,  also,  the  brig  discharged 
her  outward  cargo,  after  war  was  declared.  A  claim  was  interposed 
by  the  United  States,  for  a  forfeiture  under  the  Non-Intercourse  Act 

[  •  383  ]      •  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  that  of  The  Eapid, 
8  C.  155.     It  was  there  decided  that  property  engaged  in  an  illicit 

intercourse  with  the  enemy  is  liable  to  confiscation  as  prize 
[•384  ]  •of  war,  and  the  only  remaining  question  now  before  us, 

is,  to  whom  it  shall  be  condenmed — to  the  captors,  or  to 
the  United  States. 

By  the  general  law  of  prize,  property  engaged  in  an  illegal  intercourse 
with  the  enemy,  is  deemed  enemy  property.  It  is  of  no  consequence 
whether  it  belong  to  an  ally  or  to  a  citizen ;  the  illegal  traffic  stamps 
it  with  the  hostile  character,  and  attaches  to  it  aU  the  penal  conse- 
quences of  enemy  ownership.  In  conformity  with  this  rule,  it  has 
been  solemnly  euljudged,  by  the  same  course  of  decisions  which  has 
established  the  illegality  of  the  intercourse,  that  the  property  engaged 
therein  must  be  condemned  as  prize  to  the  captors,  and  not  to  the 
crown.  This  principle  has  been  fully  recognized  by  Sir  William 
Scott,  in  The  Nelly,  1  Rob.  219 ;  and,  indeed,  seems  never  to  have 
admitted  a  serious  doubt. 

But  a  claim  is  interposed  by  the  United  States,  claiming  a  priority 
of  right  to  the  property  in  question,  upon  the  ground  of  an  antece- 
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dent  forfeiture  to  the  United  States,  by  a  violation  of  the  Non- 
Inteiconrse  Act,  (1809,  March  1,  s.  6,)  the  goods  having  been  put 
on  board  at  a  British  port,  with  an  intent  to  import  the  same  into 
Ihe  United  States. 

We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  claim  ought  not  to  prevail.  The 
mmiicipal  forfeiture  under  the  Non- Intercourse  Act,^  was  absorbed  in 
the  more  general  operation  of  the  law  of  war.  The  property  of  an 
enemy  seems  hardly  to  be  within  the  purview  of  mere  municipal 
regulations ;  but  is  confiscable  under  the  jus  gentium. 

But  even  if  the  doctrine  were  otherwise,  which  we  do  not  admit, 
we  are  all  satisfied  that  the  Prize  Act  of  26th  June,  1812,  c  107, 
operates  as  a  grant  from  the  United  States  of  all  property  rightfully 
captured  by  commissioned  privateers,  as  prize  of  war.  The  language 
of  the  4th,  6th,  and  14th  sections  is  decisive. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  condemning  the  vessel  and  cargo 
to  the  captors,  is  affirmed 

8  C.  155. 


•  The  Euphrates.  [  •  385  ] 

8  C.  385. 
Further  proof,  bj  the  claimaiit,  inconsistent  with  that  already  in  the  case,  refdsed. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 
district  of  Rhode  Island* 

The  merchandise,  in  this  case,  was  libelled  in  the  district  court  of 
Bhode  Island,  as  belonging  to  subjects  of  Great  Britain.  The  cap- 
ture was  stated  in  the  libel  to  have  been  made  on  or  about  the  23d 
day  of  August,  1812.     No  Ubel  was  filed  against  the  vessel 

In  June  term,  1813,  a  claim  was  interposed  on  behalf  of  the  Uni- 
ted States,  on  the  ground  that  these  goods  were  imported  in  violation 
of  the  non-intercourse  laws,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  528,  550.) 

In  May,  1813,  Matthias  Bruen  interposed  a  claim  to  certain  mer- 
chandise on  board  of  The  Euphrates,  edleging  that  he  is  the  sole  legal 
owner  thereof. 

The  papers  connected  with  this  shipment  were  as  follows:  — 

1.  An  invoice,  dated  Mansfield,  30th  June,  1812,  purporting  the 

I  2  Stats,  at  Large,  528. 
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goods  therein  described  to  be  shipped  at  Liverpool,  under  insurance, 
consigned  to  Mr.  Henry  Watkinson,  New  York,  or,  in  ease  of  his  ab- 
sence, to  Mr.  John  French  Ellis,  of  that  place,  for  sale,  on  account  of 
the  manufacturers,  Siddons  and  Johnston,  who  were  British  subjects. 

2.  A  bill  of  lading,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  goods  were 
shipped  at  Liverpool,  on  the  7th  July,  1812,  on  board  of  The  Euphra- 
tes, to  be  delivered  to  Henry  Watkinson,  he  paying  fireight,  &c. 

3.  A  letter  from  Siddons  and  Johnston,  dated  Mansfield,  30th  June, 
1812,  in  which  they  say,  "  We  have  this  day  consigned  to  you,  for 
sale  on  our  account,  sixteen  trunks,"  &c.,  (which  are  the  goods 
claimed.)     ^  We  hope  we  shall  hear  shortly  of  sales  being  made  by 

you,  to  advantage ;  we  hope  they  will  at  least  net  us  what 
[  •  386  ]  they  are  invoiced  at,  covering  all  expenses."  *  "  We  shall 
leave  this  shipment  to  your  discretion,  to  make  the  best 
and  most  advantageous  returns  you  can." 

There  being  no  proof  whatever,  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  and 
he  not  appearing  to  have  any  interest  whatever,  by  any  of  the  papers 
on  board,  the  goods  were  condemned  both  in  the  district  and  circuit 
courts,  and  the  claimants  adjudged  to  pay  costs  to  the  libellants. 

From  this  decree,  there  was  an  appeal,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Bruen, 
to  this  court 

Ha/rpeTy  for  the  captors. 

Stockton  and  Dagg^ettj  for  the  claimant 

[  •  387  ]      •  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court :  — 

The  court  does  not  understand  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant, as  contending  that  there  was  any  error  in  the  sentence  of  the 
circuit  court,  or  that  any  other  than  sentence  of  condemnation  could 
have  been  pronounced  there.  It  was,  indeed,  a  very  clear  case,  on 
the  proceedings  before  that  court  But  it  is  supposed  that  Mr.  Bruen 
is  entitled  to  an  order  for  farther  proof;  and  that  the  facts  which  he 
will  be  able  to  make  out,  if  an  opportunity  be  afforded  him,  will 
entitle  him  to  a  restitution  of  the  property. 

Without  rejecting  the  application  on  account  of  its  being  made  at 
so  late  a  period,  the  court  has  looked  into  the  proof  which  it  is  pro- 
posed to  bring  forward,  and,  on  comparing  it  with  the  proof  already 
in  the  cause,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  totally  incompetent  to  make 
out  a  title  in  the  appellant  There  is  not  the  least  reason  to  believe 
that  these  goods  were  shipped  in  consequence  of  any  previous  orders 
given  to  Mr.  Watkinson  by  merchants  in  this  country,  and  trans- 
mitted by  him  to  Messrs.  Siddons  and  Johnston.     On  the  contrary. 
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whatever  orders  may  have  been  sent  ta  those  gentlemen  by  Mr. 
Wa&inson,  it  is  most  manifest  that  they  did  not,  in  this  case,  act 
upon  them ;  for  the  invoice  and  letter  accompanying  the  shipment 
announce,  in  terms  not  to  be  misunderstood,  that  these  goods  were 
sent  to  the  United  States  for  the  exclusive  account  and  at  the  sole 
risk  of  the  British  manufacturers. 

It  has  not  escaped  the  notice  of  the  court,  that  not  one  of  the 
gentlemen  who  are  alleged  to  have  given  orders  for  these  goods  on 
Messrs.  Siddons  and  Johnston,  through  Mr.  Watkinson,  and  who  all 
reside  in  the  United  States,  appears  as  a  claimant  for  any  part  of 
them.  Instead  of  this,  we  find  them,  or  several  of  them,  assigning 
their  interest  in  this  adventure,  whatever  it  may  be,  to  the  claimant ; 
but  for  what  value  does  not  appear ;  and  every  instrument  takes 
care  to  express  that  the  property  is  to  be  recovered  at  the  risk  and 
expense  of  Mr.  Bruen.  Thus  is  a  total  stranger  to  the  ship- 
ment, and  a  mere  volunteer,  who  may  not  have"^  paid  *  a  [  *  388  ] 
single  cent  for  his  title,  made  a  party  claimant ;  a  mode  of 
proceeding  novel  at  least,  and  well  calculated  to  awaken  suspicions 
not  at  all  favorable  to  his  pretensions.  Whether  a  title  to  goods 
obtained  in  this  way,  would,  under  any  circumstances,  be  sustained 
by  a  court  of  prize,  we  will  not  say ;  but  it  is,  in  our  opinion,  suffi- 
cient reason,  of  itself,  to  refuse  the  party  any  opportunity  to  make 
farther  proo£  Mr.  Bmen  not  only  does  not  pretend  that  he  owned 
any  part  of  these  goods  at  or  previous  to  the  time  of  capture,  but 
merely  that  he  was  the  legal  ovimer  at  the  time  of  filing  his  claim ; 
and  upon  the  affidavits  now  laid  before  the  court,  as  the  ground  of 
an  order  for  further  proof,  it  appears  that  this  legal  title  was  acquired 
in  the  way  already  mentioned;  that  is,  by  a  number  of  persons 
assigning  to  him  a  chose  in  action^  which  they  must  have  considered 
of  no  value,  or,  at  any  rate,  not  worth  pursuing.  Such  conduct  can 
entitle  the  party  to  no  favor  or  indulgence  whatever.  Upon  the 
whole,  the  court  is  as  well  satisfied  with  the  decree  of  the  circuit 
court,  as  it  is  with  the  total  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  in  reserve 
to  produce  any  alteration  in  it. 

The  application,  therefore,  for  further  proof  is  rejected,  and  the 
sentence  of  the  circuit  court  affirmed,  with  costs. 


16^ 
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The  Mary,  StafTordi  Master. 

8  C.  888. 
Fnrdier  proof  ordered. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  United  States 
circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island* 
The  following  is  a  statement  of  the  facts  connected  with  the  case : — 
General  Grarret  Visscher,  cUias  Fisher,  a  native  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  entered  into  the  British  army  before  the  Revolution,  and 
having  obtained  the  rank  of  lieutenant-general,  died  in  England, 
rich,  intestate,  and  without  issue,  leaving  a  large  number  of  relatives, 
citizens  of  the  State  of  New  York,  residing  at  or  near  Al- 
[  •  389  ]  bany.  Mr.  *  Nanning  J.  Visscher,  one  of  the  number,  went 
to  England,  and  met  with  no  obstruction  in  obtaining  let- 
ters of  administration,  and  possessing  himself  of  the  estate  to  the 
amount  of  150,000/.  sterling.  In  August,  1812,  he  set  himself  in 
motion  to  return  to  the  United  States,  and  did  return,  leaving  Mr. 
Harman  Visger,  his  agent,  in  England,  to  transmit  the  property  to 
the  United  States,  for  the  use  of  those  concerned.  Harman  Visger, 
finding  that  he  could  not  remit  to  this  coimtry  in  the  course  of 
exchange,  without  great  loss,  invested  a  large  sum  in  goods  of  the 
growth  and  manufacture  of  Great  Britain,  and  to  transmit  a  part  of 
them  to  the  United  States,  hired,  on  fireight,  the  brig  Mary,  an 
American  registered  vessel,  belonging  to  J.  B.  Kennedy,  of  South 
Carolina.  The  brig,  being  at  the  port  of  London,  was  sent  to 
Bristol,  in  July,  1812,  to  take  on  board  this  cargo.  She  arrived  off 
that  place,  according  to  her  log-book,  on  the  23d  of  the  same  month. 
On  the  30th,  an  embargo  was  laid  in  England,  on  account  of  the 
war ;  and,  on  the  1st  of  August,  the  custom-house  mark  of  stop  was 
put  on  The  Mary.  Having  been  detained  some  time  by  the  em- 
bargo, she  sailed  from  Bristol,  with  the  cargo  on  board,  on  or  about 
the  15th  day  of  August,  1812,  bound  to  New  York.  Soon  after  she 
put  to  sea  she  sprung  a  leak,  and,  on  the  21st  day  of  August,  1812, 
put  into  Waterford,  in  Ireland,  to  repair.  B.equiring  a  complete 
repair,  her  cargo  was  relanded  and  stored  in  the  Bang's  storehouses, 
and  she  was  repaired  by  the  freighter,  at  an  expense  of  1,700/L  ster- 
ling ;  to  secure  which  he  took  firom  the  captain  a  bottomry  bond* 
On  the  7th  of  April,  1813,  The  Mary  sailed  from  Waterford ;  having 
cleared  out  for  Newport,  in  Rhode  Island,  in  order  to  avoid  the 
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blockade  which  was  supposed  to  exist  as  to  New  York.  Before 
sailing,  a  British  license  of  the  description  usually  denominated  a 
Sidmouth  license,  was  obtained  for  her  from  the  king's  privy  council, 
by  Mullet,  Evans,  &  Co.,  subjects  of  the  king  of  Great  Britain.  The 
license  ran  in  their  name,  and  purported  to  be  a  i^^newal  of  a  similar 
license  granted  on  the  8th  of  July,  1812.  She  had  no  license  from 
the  American  government  On  tiie  23d  of  April,  1813,  she  was  cap- 
tured on  the  high  seas,  by  the  American  privateer  Paul  Jones,  and 
sent  into  Newport,  with  a  single  prize-master  on  board,  the  captain 
being  left  in  conmiand  of  the  vessel,  and  in  possession  of  the  ship's 
papers.  On  her  arrival  at  Newport,  she  was  libelled  by 
*  the  captors,  as  being  and  bearing  enemy  property,  and  [  *  390  ] 
also  by  the  United  States  for  a  breach  of  the  non-intercourse 
acts.  The  claimants  made  application  to  the  secretary  of  the  treasury, 
and  he,  under  the  act  of  January  2, 1813,^  ^  directing  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury  to  remit  fines,  forfeitures,  and  penalties,  in  certain  cases," 
remitted  the  forfeitures  and  penalties  accruing  to  the  United  States. 

The  brig's  papers  were  regular,  proving  her  to  be  an  American 
registered  vessel. 

The  invoices  and  bill  of  lading  stated  her  cargo  to  be  shipped  by 
Harman  Visger,  on  account  of  the  heirs  of  General  Fisher,  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  consigned  to  Peter  Remsen  &  Co.,  New 
York,  to  account  with  Nanning  J.  Visscher,  administrator,  or  with 
Barent  Bleecker,  Esq.,  of  Albany,  agent  for  the  heirs.  The  invoices 
were  aU  dated  13th  August,  1812.  The  bill  of  lading  had  no  date ; 
but  by  its  reference  to  the  invoices,  the  shippers  have  given  it  the 
semblance  of  the  same  date. 

War  was  declared  by  the  United  States  against  Great  Britain,  on 
the  18th  of  June,  1812,  and  the  fact  was  known  in  London  on  the 
26th  of  July,  following ;  the  news  was  stated  on  that  day  in  the 
public  Grazette,  in  London,  to  have  been  received  in  Liverpool  on 
the  18th  of  the  same  month. 

The  claimant  was  in  England  when  The  Mary  sailed,  and  for 
some  time  after,  and  made  no  attempt  to  countermand  the  voyage. 
Insurance  was  obtained  in  England,  fireight  paid,  as  well  as  license 
and  brokerage  money,  and  the  exportation  duties,  before  The  Mary 
sailed. 

The  brig  and  cargo  were  acquitted  in  the  district  court,  but  con- 
demned in  the  drctdt  court ;  and  firom  the  decree  of  the  latter  the 
claimants  appealed. 


2  Stats,  at  Luge,  789. 
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Stockton^  and  Pinkney^  for  the  claimants. 

J  Woodwcvrd^  for  the  captors. 

[  •  397  ]      •  The  cgnrt  made  the  following  order:  — 
[  *  398  ]      *  It  is  ordered  that  the  claimant  have  leave  to  make  fdr- 
ther  proof^  by  affidavits,  as  to  the  following  points :  — 

1.  As  to  bis  own  citizenship. 

2.  As  to  the  names  of  the  heirs  of  General  Fisher  who  are  inter- 
ested in  the  property,  the  places  of  their  residence,  and  their  national 
character. 

3.  As  to  the  time  when  Mr.  Nanning  J.  Visscher  went  to  England ; 
the  objects  which  he  had  in  view  in  going  thither;  how  long  he 
resided  there ;  when  the  cargo  claimed  by  him  was  pmchased ;  and 
when  he  returned  to  the  United  States.     And, 

4.  As  to  the  instmctions  which  The  Panl  Jones  had  on  board  at 
the  time  of  the  capture  of  The  Mary;  and  particularly,  whether  the 
instructions  of  the  President  of  the  28th  August,  1812,  had  been  de- 
livered to  the  captain,  or  had  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  captain 
at  the  time  of  the  capture;  or  whether  The  Paul  Jones  had  been  in 
port  after  the  28th  of  August,  1812,  and  before  the  capture. 

It  is  further  ordered,  that  the  captors  be  also  at  liberty  to  make 
further  proof  as  to  these  several  matters. 


The  United  States  v.  1960  Bags  of  Coffbb. 

8  C.  398. 

nC-  4/     Y  ^^  forfeiture  of  goods,  for  yiolation  of  the  Non^teroonrse  Act  of  March  1, 1809,  (2  Stats. 

W  ^    /  ^  Large*  528,)  takes  place  upon  the  commission  of  the  offence,  and  avoids  subeeqaent 

'  //     ^  ^.-'z  sale  to  an  innocent  purchaser,  although  there  maj  haye  been  a  regolar  permit  for  landing 

^    /  ^  '^  ^®  goods,  and  although  the  duties  may  have  been  paid. 

n  4  <  ''^^      ^^^^  ^'^^^  ^^  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 

r  VI' ^     ^^  district  of  Maryland,  which  restored  a  quantity  of  coffee  which  had 

/WA   '    ^  been  seized  and  libelled  for  violating  the  Non-Intercourse  Act  of 

^        /  /  March  1, 1809,  (2  Stats,  at  Lai^,  628.) 

'6     '  '   T  The  claimants  in  the  court  below  alleged,  by  way  of  plea, 

^      ^  ^,  I  I*  399  ]  that  the  coffee  was  regularly  entered  and  the  duties  •secured 

'  \   \  ^  >  \  7  according  to  law,  after  which,  they  became  the  purchasers 
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for  valuable  consideration.     They  also  denied  that  it  was  imported 
contrary  to  law. 

The  United  States  demurred  to  that  part  of  the  plea  which  states 
the  purchase,  &cc.^  and  took  issue  upon  that  part  of  the  plea  which 
denies  the  illegal  importation.  By  the  sentence  of  the  district  court 
the  demurrer  was  overruled,  and  the  coffee  restored ;  which  sentence 
was  affirmed  in  the  circuit  court,  and  the  United  States  appealed  to 
this  court 

Pinknepj  for  the  United  States. 

Boyd  and  Harper j  conlxa. 

*  Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  .court,  as  [*404] 
follows:  — 

This  case  has  been  argued  very  elaborately,  and  has  been  a  long 
time  under  consideration.  But  from  the  decision  which  the  court  has 
at  length  come  to,  its  merits  are  brought  within  a  very  limited 
compass. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  question  rests  altogether  on  the 
wording  of  the  act  of  congress :  by  which  it  is  *  expressly  [  *  405  ] 
declared  that  the  forfeiture  shall  teike  place  upon  the  com- 
mission of  the  offence.  If  the  phraseology  were  such  as,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  majority  of  the  court,  to  admit  of  doubt,  it  would  then  be 
proper  to  resort  to  analogy,  and  the  doctrine  of  forfeiture  at  common 
law,  to  assist  the  mind  in  coming  to  a  conclusion.  But  from  the 
Tiew  in  which  the  subject  appears  to  a  majority  of  the  court,  all 
assistance  derivable  firom  that  quarter  becomes  unnecessary. 

It  is  true  that  cases  of  hardship  and  even  absurdity  may  be  sup- 
posed to  grow  out  of  this  decision ;  but  on  the  other  hand,  if  by  a  sale 
it  is  put  in  the  power  of  an  offender  to  purge  a  forfeiture,  a  state  of 
things  not  less  absurd  will  certainly  result  from  it. 

When  hardships  shall  arise,  provision  is  made  by  law  for  affording 
relief,  under  authority  much  more  competent  to  decide  on  such  cases, 
than  this  court  ever  can  be. 

In  the  eternal  struggle  that  exists  between  the  avarice,  enterprise, 
and  combinations  of  individuals  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  power 
charged  with  the  administration  of  the  laws  on  the  other,  severe  laws 
are  rendered  necessary  to  enable  the  executive  to  carry  into  effect  the 
measures  of  policy  adopted  by  the  legislature.  To  them  belongs  the 
right  to  decide  on  what  event  a  divesture  of  right  shall  take  place, 
whether  on  the  commission  of  the  offence,  the  seizure,  or  the  con- 
demnation.   In  this  instance,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  commission 
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of  the  offence  marks    the    point  of  time  on  which  the  statutaiy 
transfer  of  right  takes  place. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Maryland  on  the  demurrer,  is 
therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  that  the  issue  in  fact  may 
be  tried. 

Story,  J.  The  decree  which  has  just  been  pronounced  by  a  major- 
ity of  the  court  is  decisive  of  the  case  of  The  Mars,  which  is  now 
pending  in  this  court,  and  my  decision  therein  must  be  reversed. 
The  opinion  which  I  there  held,  and  the  reasons  which  support  it,  are 
disclosed  on  the  record ;  and  though  the  discussion  in  this  court  has 
not  increased  my  confidence  in  that  opinion,  nevertheless, 
[  *  406  ]  as  I  am  not  yet  satisfied  of  its  incorrectness,  and  two  *of 
my  brethren  concur  in  it,  I  shall  make  no  apology  for  intro- 
ducing it  in  this  place. 

It  is  as  follows :  — 

The  present  information  proceeds  for  a  forfeiture  of  the  brig  Mars, 
upon  the  allegation  that  the  brig  departed  firom  the  United  States  bound 
to  a  permitted  port  without  giving  bond  pursuant  to  the  act  of  the  1st 
of  March,  1809,  c  24,  §  16.'  There  are  other  counts  in  the  informa- 
tion which  I  need  not  now  consider,  because  it  is  adnoitted  there  was 
a  forfeiture  under  the  first  count,  and  the  answer  of  the  present  claim- 
ant sets  up,  as  a  justification  of  his  title,  that  he  is  a  bond  fide  pur- 
chaser for  a  valuable  consideration  and  without  notice  of  the  offence; 
and  it  is  admitted  tiiat  this  justification  is  true  in  point  of  fact ;  and 
that  there  have  been  no  laches  either  as  to  the  United  States,  or  as 
to  the  purchaser. 

The  question  presented  to  the  court  is,  whether  property,  which 
has  become  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  and  afterwards,  and  before 
seizure,  while  remaining  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor,  is  sold  to  a 
bond  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice, 
is  protected  against  the  claim  of  the  United  States. 

This  question  is  peculiarly  delicate  and  interesting  in  whatever 
way  it  is  considered.  On  the  one  hand,  it  strikes  at  the  root  of  almost 
aU  the  forfeitures  in  rem  which  the  legislature  has  provided  to  guard 
the  revenue  laws  firom  abuse ;  and  if  the  decision  be  against  the 
United  States,  it  may  open  a  wide  field  for  firaud  and  colorable  trans- 
fers, to  the  encouragement  of  offenders.  On  the  other  hand,  ii 
the  secret  taint  of  forfeiture  be  indissolubly  attached  to  the  propertyi 
so  that  at  any  time  and  under  any  circumstances  within  the  limita- 
tions of  law,  the  United  States  may  enforce  their  rights 

^  2  SfatB.  at  Large,  532. 
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innocent  poichasers,  it  is  easy  to  foresee  that  great  embarrassments 
will  arise  to  the  commercial  interests  of  the  country ;  and  no  man, 
whatever  may  be  his  caution  or  diligence,  can  guard  himself  from 
injury,  and  perhaps  ruin.  Considerations  of  this  nature  have  pressed 
heavily  upon  my  mind,  and  I  have  therefore  been  solicitous  to  avoid 
a  discussion  involving  so  much  public  as  well  as  private 
importance.  I  could  have  wished  to  have  •reserved  this  [  *  407  ] 
question  for  the  consideration  of  all  the  judges  in  the  highest 
tribunal,  that,  in  forming  my  opinion,  I  might  have  had  the  light 
reflected  from  their  minds,  and  the  benefit  of  their  acknowledged 
learning.  The  parties  have,  however,  seen  fit  to  pursue  another 
course,  and  I  shall  meet  the  question  as  my  duty  requires,  without 
asking  for  shelter  under  any  authority ;  though  not  without  extreme 
diffidence. 

Before  I  proceed  to  the  principal  question,  it  wiU  be  necessary  to 
clear  the  way  by  adverting  to  some  considerations  which  have  grown 
out  of  the  argument  on  each  side.  It  should  be  remembered  that 
this  is  not  a  case,  where  the  vendor  was  out  of  possession,  and  of 
coarse  where  the  law  might  infer  a  want  of  due  diligence  in  the  pur- 
chaser. To  such  a  case  the  maxim  caveat  emptor  would  certainly 
apply.  Nor  is  the  present  a  case  where  the  sale  was  made  at  the  first 
moment  when  the  property  came  within  the  jurisdiction  or  grasp  of 
the  United  States — for  I  should  have  little  doubt  that  such  a  hurried 
sale  could  hardly  be  the  foundation  of  a  solid  title.  It  is  not  a  case 
of  voluntary  gift  or  collusive  transfer  which  would  probably  share  the 
fate  of  all  bounties  in  fraud  or  exclusion  of  public  rights.  Jones  v. 
Ashurst,  Skin.  357. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  sale  is  bond  fide^  for  a  valuable  considera^ 
tion,  and  without  any  express  or  implied  notice.  Further,  the  statute, 
on  which  the  information  is  founded,  has  dedared  that  the  property 
shall  be  wholly  forfeited,  if  the  offence  be  committed ;  but  it  has  not 
declared  at  what  time  it  shall  take  effect,  to  what  time  it  shall  relate, 
nor  whether  it  shall  be  incapable  of  being  purged  by  subsequent 
events.  The  forfeitures  under  the  statute  are  to  be  distributed  in  the 
same  manner  as  forfeitures  under  the  Ck)llection  Act  of  2d  March, 
1799,  §  91,^  by  which  informers  and  officers  of  the  customs,  as  well 
as  the  government,  may  acquire  vested  interests;  and  it  follows, 
therefore,  that  these  int^sts,  as  to  informers  and  officers  of  the  cus- 
toms, cannot  vest  until  their  rights  are  ascertained  by  seizure  or 
condenmation. 

It  has  been  urged  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  that  the  for- 

1 1  Stats,  at  Large,  697. 


192         SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES. 
United  States  v.  I960  Bags  of  Coffee.    8  C. 

feiture  is,  by  the  statute,  meule  absolute  on  the  commission  of  the 

offence;  and  as  it  was  competent  for  the  legislature  to  enact 
[  •  408  ]  such  a  law,  the  title  cannot  be  •divested  by  any  subsequent 

event.  That  the  cases  of  forfeiture  at  the  common  law  are 
not  applicable  because  they  depend  upon  the  qualification,  annexed 
to  them  by  the  common  law,  which  makes  them  conditional  only, 
and  not  absolute  forfeitures,  whereas  the  present  statute  has  annexed 
no  qualification.  And  in  support  of  this  distinction,  the  opinion  of 
the  chief  justice  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v,  Grundy,  et  aL, 
3  Cranch,  337,  has  been  quoted,  where  he  says  (p.  350) :  "  It  has  been 
proved  that  in  all  forfeitures  accruing  at  common  law,  nothing  vests 
in  the  government  until  some  legal  step  shall  be  taken  for  the  asser- 
tion  of  its  right;  after  which,  for  many  purposes,  the  doctrine  of 
relation  carries  back  the  title  to  the  commission  of  the  offence,  but 
the  distinction,  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  United  States,  between 
forfeitures  at  common  law  and  those  accruing  under  a  statute,  is  cer- 
tainly a  sound  one.  Where  a  forfeiture  is  given  by  a  statute,  the 
rules  of  the  common  law  may  be  dispensed  with,  and  the  thing  for« 
feited  may  either  vest  immediately  or  on  the  performance  of  some 
particular  act,  as  shall  be  the  will  of  the  legislature.  This  most 
depend  upon  the  construction  of  the  statute." 

I  entirely  subscribe  to  the  doctrine  here  stated  by  the  chief  justice* 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  legislature  may  provide  that  its  for- 
feitures shall  take  effect  differently  from  the  course  prescribed  by  the 
common  law ;  but  the  question  will  always  be :  Have  the  legislature 
so  done  ?  If  they  have  not,  shall  the  rules  of  the  common  law  govern 
in  the  absence  of  any  positive  declaration  ?  It  should  be  remembered 
also,  that  the  chief  justice  is  here  speaking  in  a  case  where  the  main 
question  before  him  rested,  in  a  considerable  degree,  upon  the  point 
whether  the  legislature  had  not  given  an  election  of  remedy,  and  sus- 
pended the  vesting  of  any  interest  until  the  determination  of  that 
election.  But  I  apprehend  that  the  words  of  the  chief  justice  by  no 
means  imply  that  when  a  forfeiture  in  rem  is  attached  to  a  statute 
offence,  the  rules  of  the  common  law  are  of  course  excluded.  They 
do  not  in  my  judgment  import  more  than  the  opinion  which  I  have 
already  expressed.  Now,  in  the  case  at  bar,  I  cannot  perceive  in  the 
language  of  the  legislature  any  systematic  exclusion  of  the  common 

law  as  to  forfeitures.  They  have  declared  no  more  than 
[  *409  ]  that  the  *  commission  of  an  act  shall  induce  a  forfeiture, 

and  so  has  the  common  law ;  but  the  question  as  to  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  the  operation  of  this  forfeiture  is  nowhere,  that  I 
can  perceive,  touched.  This  view  of  the  subject  leads  me  to  deny 
another  position  assumed  by  the  counsel  for  the  United  Statesi 
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namely,  that  the  doctrine  or  relation  has  nothing  to*  do  with  the  pre* 
sent  controversy.  In  the  progress  of  this  examination,  I  think,  if  not 
already  shown,  it  will  sufficiently  appear  that  the  doctrine  of  relation 
has  a  very  powerful  influence  in  every  essential  view  of  the  subject. 

I  will  now  consider  the  main  question,  which  perhaps  may  be 
divided  into  two  branches. 

1.  What  is  the  interest  or  right  which  attaches  to  the  government 
in  forfeitures  of  property  before  any  act  done  to  vindicate  its  claims  ? 

2.  What  is  the  operation  of  such  act  done  to  vindicate  its  claims, 
as  to  the  offenders,  and  as  to  strangers  ? 

1.  As  to  the  first  point.  In  all  cases  at  common  law,  where  lands 
are  forfeited  for  the  personal  offence  of  the  party,  I  take  the  rule  to 
be  universally  true,  that  until  the  offence  is  ascertained,  by  convic- 
tion and  attainder,  no  title  vests  in  the  sovereign. 

Before  that  time  the  party  is  entitled  to  the  possession  and  profits 
of  his  lands,  and  the  government  have  no  vested  right  in  them,  either 
to  enter  or  dispose  of  the  estate ;  2  Inst  48 ;  Staund.  P.  C.  192. 
Nay,  even  after  attainder  until  office  found,  the  sovereign  is  consid- 
ered as  having  but  a  possession  in  law,  and  an  office  is  necessary  to 
complete  a  title;  Staund.  P.  C.  198.  The  offender,  therefore,  has 
until  conviction  full  power  and  authority  to  alien  his  lands,  and  to 
convey  to  the  purchaser  a  complete  and  legal,  though  defeasible 
seizin ;  and  unless  such  conviction  follow  the  offence,  the  alienation 
is  good  against  all  the  world.  For,  as  Bracton  says,  (Lib.  2,  c. 
13,  p.  30,)  "  ea  vero^  qtue  post  feloniam  facta  sunt^  semper  valent  et 
tenent  nisi  fuerit  condemnatio  subsecuta,  et  si  fuerit  snbsecnta^  non 
valent:' 

If  this  be  true,  and  there  seems  no  reason  to  doubt  it,  •it  [  *  410  J 
follows  that  the  estate  of  the  offender  is  rightful,  that  he  has 
both  jus  ad  reniy  and  jus  in  re,  and  consequently  that  the  crown  hath 
but  a  mere  possibility,  which  in  nowise  restrains  the  exercise  of  own- 
ership over  the  property.     See  4  BL  Com.  382. 

The  same  doctrine  is  also,  in  general,  true  as  to  like  forfeitures  of 
gooda  and  chattels ;  Bract.  'Lib.  2,  c.  13 ;  Co.  Lit  391,  a ;  Staund.  P. 
C.  193 ;  lb.  52 ;  2  Inst  48 ;  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  49.  Nor  do  the  cases 
of  deodand  and  suicide  form  any  exceptions,  for  the  authorities  all 
concur  that  the  forfeiture  does  not  vest  a  property  until  the  fact  is 
found  of  record ;  Foxley's  case,  6  Co.  109 ;  Hales  v.  Petit,  Plowd, 
260,  262.  It  has  been  supposed  that  goods  waived  vested  ipso  facto 
in  the  crown  upon  waiver ;  but  on  a  careful  examination  of  the  au- 
thorities, it  will  be  found  that  the  owner  retains  his  full  property  until 
an  absolute  seizure  by  the  crown ;  Staund.  prerog.  Ub.  3,  c.  25,  p.  186 ; 
Fitz.  Ab.  Estray,  2 ;  21  Edw.  4, 16.     For  all  purposes  of  alienation 
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and  sale,  therefore,  the  property  in  goods  and  chattels  remains  in 
the  owner,  notwithstanding  the  conmiission  of  an  offence  subjecting 
it  to  forfeiture ;  and  consequently  he  may  convey  a  good  title  against 
every  person  but  the  crown,  and  against  the  crown,  also,  unless  in 
cases  where  the  anterior  relation  applies ;  Jones  v.  Ashurst,  Skinn, 
357.  I  think,  therefore,  it  may  be  assumed  as  a  settled  principle, 
that  in  forfeitures  for  personal  offences,  before  seizure  or  prosecution, 
the  sovereign  has  no  vested  title. 

Can  the  case  be  distinguished  where  the  forfeiture  is  made  io 
attach  to  the  instrument  itself  by  means  whereof  the  offence  is 
committed  ? 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  most  favorable  cases  for  the  United  States, 
namely,  deodands  and  waifs,  conclusively  show  that  no  such  distinc- 
tion anciently  prevailed ;  for,  whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  relation,  it 
is  certain  that  no  property  vested  in  the  crown  until  seizure  or  inqui- 
sition. I  infer,  therefore,  that  no  absolute  property  vested  in  the  Uni- 
ted States  in  the  case  at  bar,  until  actual  seizure  was  made,  and  the 
decision  in  the  king's  bench  in  Lockyer  v.  Offley,  1  T.  R  252,  seems 
to  me  fully  to  support  the  inference.  It  has,  indeed,  been  supposed 
by  the  counsel  for  the  United  States,  that  Roberts  v.  With- 
[  Mil  ]  erell,  1  *  Salk.  223 ;  12  Mod.  92 ;  and  Wilkins  v.  Despard,  5 
T.  R.  112,  support  a  contrary  doctrine.  But  on  examination 
they  appear  to  me  to  confirm  it.  In  the  first,  the  action  was  detinue 
for  property  forfeited  under  the  Navigation  Act  of  Charles  IL,  and 
the  court  held  that  the  action  will  lay,  because  the  bringing  action 
amounted  to  a  seizure.  In  the  latter  case  there  had  been  an  actual 
seizure  made  for  the  forfeiture,  and  the  sole  question  was  if  condem- 
nation were  not  necessary  to  divest  the  property  of  the  owner. 

K  I  am  right  in  the  view  which  I  have  already  taken  of  the  sub- 
ject, there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  title  of  the  United  States,  so 
far  as  affects  third  persons,  rests  mainly  on  the  doctrine  of  relation ; 
and  that  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  must  call  in  the  aid  of  the 
common  law  to  enforce  the  present  claim.  For  if  no  title  vests  until 
seizure,  there  must  at  the  time  of  seizure  be  a  title  in  the  offending 
party  capable  of  being  divested  and  of  vesting  in  the  United  States. 
But  at  the  time  of  the  present  seizure  that  title  had  been  transferred 
to  the  present  claimant,  and  nothing  was  left  in  the  vendor  capable 
of  transfer. 

2.  This  leads  me  to  the  examination  of  the  second  point,  namely: 
What  is  the  operation  of  the  acts  done  by  the  sovereign  to  vindicate 
his  title  by  forfeiture  ? 

At  common  law,  in  case  of  attainder  for  treason  or  felony,  the  for- 
feiture of  lands  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the  offence  committed,  so 
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as  to  avoid  all  intermediate  changes  and  conveyances ;  4  Bl.  Com. 
381,-  387 ;  Co.  Lit.  390,  b ;  Staund.  P.  C.  192 ;  but  in  general,  in  like 
cases  the  forfeiture  of  goods  and  chattels  relates  back  only  to  the 
time  of  conviction,  so  that  aU  previous  changes  and  alienations,  and 
even  bond  fide  gifts,  are  protected ;  4  BL  Com.  387 ;  Co.  Lit  391 ; 
Staund.  P.  C.  192 ;  Perk.  §  29 ;  Skinn.  357.  There  are  some  cases 
in  which  the  relation  is  carried  back  to  the  time  of  the  inquisition 
made ;  but,  unless  that  of  suicide  form  an  exception,  there  is  no  case 
where  the  relation  is  pressed  beyond  the  time  of  the  prosecution. 
According  to  the  decision  in  Plowden,  260,  Sifelo  de  se  forfeits  all  his 
.  goods  and  chattels,  from  the  time  of  committing  the  act  which  occa- 
sions the  death,  and  the  doctrine  seems  to  be  supported  by  Rex  v. 
Ward,  1  Lev.  8.  The  general  ground  assigned  for  it  is,  that 
*  otherwise  the  offender  would  go  unpunished,  and  it  is  com-  [  *412  ] 
pared  to  the  case  of  flight  after  felony.  Now  admitting  that 
this  is  a  solid  reason,  and  a  sujfficient  foundation  for  a  legal  adjudica- 
tion, it  may  well  be  doubted  if  the  doctrine,  or  the  decision,  in  Plow- 
den, required  the  forfeiture  to  relate  back  further  than  the  death  of 
the  party. 

The  case  was  that  Sir  James  Hales,  the  offender,  was  joint-tenant 
with  his  wife  of  a  term  of  years,  and  the  question  made  was  whether 
after  inquisition  the  forfeiture  should  relate  back  so  as  to  overreach 
the  right  of  survivorship  which  accrued  to  the  wife. 

Now  one  of  the  judges  (Weston)  held  that  the  forfeiture  should  only 
have  relation  to  the  death,  at  which  time  the  title  of  the  wife  accrued ; 
yet  in  this  concourse  of  titles,  the  king's  title  by  prerogative  should  be 
preferred ;  Plowd.  264 ;  and  I  find  that  Lord  Hale  (1  Hale,  P.  C.  414) 
expresses  great  doubt  whether,  for  all  purposes,  the  relation  could  be 
carried  back  to  the  stroke  which  occasioned  the  death.  Be  this  case 
as  it  may,  it  is  the  only  exception  to  the  general  doctrine ;  and  inter 
apices  jurisy  a  case  so  unjust  as  that  which  robbed  an  unfortunate 
woman  not  only,  of  the  moiety  which  vested  in  her  by  her  survivor- 
ship £rom  her  husband,  but  of  the  other  moiety  absolutely  vested  in 
her  by  grant,  I  am  glad  to  find  is  a  judicial  anomaly. 

I  have  said  that  the  case  of  a  feh  de  se  forms  the  only  exception 
to  the  general  rule.  There  are  authorities  to  show  that  in  case  of 
flight  for  felony,  the  forfeiture,  after  it  is  found  by  inquisition,  verdict, 
or  indictment,  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the  flight  so  as  to  avoid  all 
mesti^  acts ;  Rex  v.  Wendman,  Cro.  Jac  82.  But  I  think  the  better 
opinion,  notwithstanding,  is  that  it  relates  only  to  the  time  of  finding 
the  flight;  Co.  Lit.  390;  Staund.  P.  C.  192,  6  Co.  109,  b;  Bro.  For- 
feiture  des  terres^  119;  lb.  Relation,  31.  But  it  has  been  argued  that 
admitting  the  rule  that  the  forfeiture  of  goods  and  chattels  in  general 
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relates  back  to  the  time  of  conviction,  yet  it  is  inapplicable  to  a  case 
where  a  specific  thing  is  declared  forfeited  by  law ;  for  in  such  case 
the  corpus  delicti  attaches  to  the  thing  in  whose  hands  soever  it  may 

come ;  and  the  case  of  deodand,  pat  by  counsel,  in  Plowden, 
[  •413  ]  262,  is  cited  in  illustration.  "  If  my  horse  strike  a  man,  •and 

afterwards  I  sell  my  horse,  and  after  that  the  man  dies,  the 
horse  shall  be  forfeited."  I  do  not  find  any  authority  to  support  this 
position,  although  it  is  cited  as  law  in  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  26,  §  7,  and 
in  terms  de  la  ley,  deodand.  It  seems  a  peculiar  casie  growing  out  of 
the  avarice  of  the  church  and  the  superstition  of  the  laity  in  ancient 
times.  The  distinction  seems  also  countenanced  by  the  court  in 
Lockyer  v.  Offley,  1  T.  R.  262.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  there 
argued  that  the  ship  was  forfeited  the  moment  the  smuggling  was 
committed,  even  though  she  had  afterwards  come  into  the  hands  of  a 
bond  fide  purchaser ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  in  alluding  to  the  argument  that  the  forfeiture  attached 
the  moment  the  act  was  done,  said :  "  It  may  be  so  as  to  some  pur- 
poses, as  to  prevent  intermediate  alienations  and  incumbrances.''  To 
be  sure,  this  expression  carries  with  it  a  pretty  strong  implication ;  but 
in  the  same  case,  returning  to  the  argument,  the  same  learned  jndge 
says:  "  I  do  not  know  that  it  has  ever  been  so  decided — it  may 
depend  upon  circumstances ;  such  as  length  of  possession,  laches  in 
seizing,  or  other  matters.^'  And  the  decision  of  the  court  went  ulti- 
mately upon  other-  grounds.  I  must,  therefore,«consider  the  authority 
as  not  fairly  extending  to  this  point,  and,  indeed,  as  rather  leaning 
the  other  way.  On  the  other  hand,  the  case  of  lord  and  villain  has 
been  cited  firom  Co.  Lit.  118,  §  117,  to  show  that  even  where  a  right 
to  seize  property  exists  in  the  lord,  it  is  not  perfected  by  seizure  so 
as  to  overreach  prior  alienations ;  for  until  seizure  it  is  said  that  he 
has  neither  jus  in  re  nor  jus  ad  rem,  but  a  mere  possibility.  And  the 
conclusion  drawn  firom  this  example  is  not  materially  affected  by  the 
consideration  that  a  contrary  doctrine  prevails  in  the  case  of  the  sov- 
ereign, (lb.  §  118,)  because  the  reason  assigned  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  it;  namely, that  the  property  is  in  the  sovereign  before  any 
seizure  or  office.  I  .do  not  think  much  reliance  can  be  placed  upoa 
analogies  borrowed  firom  the  feudal  tenures,  because  they  were 
governed  by  peculiar  and  technical  niceties,  the  reasons  of  which 
have  long  since  ceased,  and  perhaps  cannot  now  be  well  understood. 
But  if  the  principle  of  the  case  put  be,  that  where  the  absolute  prop- 
erty is  not  vested  before  the  alienatiou,  a  subsequent  seizure  will 
not  avoid  such  alienation  if  made  bond  fide,  it  is  directly  applicable 

to  the  case  at  bar. 
[  ^414  ]      'I  have  already  endeavored  to  show  that  the  absolute 
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property  did  not  vest  in  the  United  States  until  seizure;  and  I 
think  it  would  be  a  bold  assertion  that  the  United  States  could, 
before  such  seizure,  have  conveyed  the  property  to  a  purchaser,  or 
have  clothed  it  with  a  national  character.  I  consider  a  passage  in 
Lord  Hale's  treatise  on  the  customs  as  corroborating  the  view  which 
I  have  already  taken  of  this  case.  He  says :  ^^  Though  a  title  of  for- 
feiture be  given  by  the  lading  or  unlading,  the  custom  not  being  paid, 
yet  the  king's  title  is  not  complete  till  he  hath  judgment  of  record  to 
ascertain  his  title,  for  otherwise  there  would  be  endless  suits  and 
vexations ;  for  it  may  be  ten  or  twenty  years  hence  that  there  might 
be  a  pretence  of  forfeiture  now  incurred."  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  226. 
According  to  Lord  Hale,  even  seizure  would  not  be  sufficient  to  fix 
the  title  in  the  king ;  but  it  must  be  consummated  by  a  judgment  of 
record. 

But  the*  point  of  difficulty  is  to  decide  whether  the  United*  States 
had  not  such  an  inchoate  title  as,  connected  with  a  subsequent 
seizure,  would,  by  a  retroactive  effect,  defeat  the  intermediate  pur- 
chase. Now  it  is  precisely  in  this  view  that  the  case  of  villain  may 
admit  an  unfavorable  distinction ;  for  until  seizure  the  lord  has  not 
even  an  inchoate  title,  but  a  mere  possibility.  And  though  the  pro- 
perty is  in  the  like  case  of  the  sovereign  said  to  be  in  him  without 
seizure  or  office,  yet  I  apprehend  the  title  is  not  consummate  until 
seizure  or  office ;  for  ufitil  that  time  it  could  hardly  be  held  that  a 
purchaser  under  the  villain,  or  even  the  villain  himself  had  a  tortious 
possession  and  use  of  the  property.  The  case  of  viUenage  then,  even 
supposing  it  to  apply,  does  not  go  quatuor  pedibus  with  the  present 
The  case  of  Attorney-Gfeneral  v*  Freeman,  Hard.  101,  has  also  been 
relied  on  by  the  claimant  In  that  case  the  party,  after  outlawry  and 
before  inquisition,  made  a  bcmd  fide  lease  of  his  lands ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  forfeiture  did  not  overreach  the  title  of  the  purchaser. 

But  I  do  not  think  that  much  reliance  can  be  placed  on  this  case, 
because  it  turned  on  a  settled  distinction  that  until  inquisition  the 
king  has  no  title  in  the  real  chattels  or  freeholds  of  the  outlaw ;  but 
in  personal  chattels  the  title  is  in  the  king  without  inquisition. 
1  •Ld.  Ray.  305;  Salk.  395;  12  Mod.  176.  And  the  rela-  [  •415] 
tion  does  not  extend  beyond  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  the  title.  The  case  of  The  Anthony  Mangin,  3  Cranch,  356,  n. 
before  Mr.  Justice  Winchester,  is  the  only  other  authority  that  I 
recollect,  which  has  been  thought  materially  to  bear  upon  the  ques- 
tion. I  entertain  the  most  entire  respect  for  the  opinions  of  that  truly 
able  and  learned  judge ;  and  although  the  decision  of  that  case  did 
not  rest  upon  the  present  question,  it  is  but  justice  to  acknowledge 
that  it  has  thrown  great  light  on  the  subject,  and  enabled  us  all  to ' 
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meet  the  stress  of  this  cause  with  more  certainty  than  could  other- 
wise have  been  done.  It  was  very  clearly  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
judge  that  a  seizure  did  not  relate  back  to  the  time  of  forfeiture  so  as 
to  overreach  an  intermediate  bond  fide  conveyance ;  and  he  has  oer« 
tainly  offered  cogent  reasons  in  support  of  that  opinion*  But  after  a 
diligent  examination  of  the  authorities  cited  by  him,  I  am  well  satis- 
fied that  the  .point  has  never  been  solemnly  adjudged,  and  must  now 
be  decided  upon  principle. 

It  seems  to  be  a  rule  founded  in  common  sense,  as  well  as  strict 
justice,  that  fictions  of  law  shall  not  be  permitted  to  work  any  wrong, 
but  shall  be  used  tU  res  magis  valecU  quam  pereatj  3  Rep.  28,  b ;  and 
this  rule,  so  equitable  in  itself,  seems  recognized  in  the  common  law. 
13  Rep.  21 ;  2  Vent  200.  And  in  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  relation, 
this  rule  has  been  admitted  in  its  fullest  extent  in  civil  cases.  Bro. 
Relation,  18 ;  1  H.  7, 17;  Bro.  Debt,  139 ;  6  Rep.  76,  b;  3  Rep.  28, 
b.  For  it  has  been  repeatedly  adjudged  that  relations  shall  never 
work  an  injury,  "  and  shall  never  be  strained  to  the  prejudice  of  a 
third  person  who  is  not  a  privy  or  a  party  to  the  act ; "  and  further, 
that  "  in  destruction  of  a  lawful  estate  vested,  the  law  will  never 
make  any  fiction."    3  Rep.  29 ;  2  Vent  200. 

It  is  true,  as  we  have  sdready  seen,  that  a  different  rule  prevails  as 
to  forfeitures  of  lands  in  treason  and  felony,  founded  probably  on 
feudal  principles,  or  the  barbaric  character  of  the  times ;  yet  even  as 
to  cases  of  treason  and  felony,  a  striking  distinction  is  admitted  in 
favor  of  goods  and  chattels ;  and  mesne  acts  before  conviction  or  in- 
quisition are  sufiered  to  retain  their  actual  validity. 
[  *  416  ]  *  Looking  to  the  vast  extent  of  commercial  transfers,  the 
favor  with  which  navigation  and  trade  are  fostered  in 
modem  times,  and  the  extreme  difficulty  of  ascertaining  latent 
defects  of  titie,  it  seems  difficult  to  resist  the  impression  that  the 
present  is  a  case  which  requires  the  application  of  the  milder  rule  of 
the  law. 

If  the  principle  contended  for  by  the  government  be  admitted  in 
its  full  extent,  it  wiU  be  found  very  difficult  to  bound  it  A  bale  of 
goods,  which  is  once  contaminated  with  a  forfeiture,  will  retain  its 
noxious  quality  through  every  successive  transfer,  even  until  it  has 
assumed,  under  the  hands  of  the  artizan,  its  ultimate  application  to 
domestic  use.  Yet  such  a  position  would  strike  us  all  as  monstrous. 
If  we  say  that  the  forfeiture  shall  cease  with  the  change  of  the  iden- 
tity of  the  whole  package,  as  ^ch,  still,  an  intrinsic  difficulty  remains. 
The  object  of  the  government  would  be  completely  evaded  by  the 
offender,  and  the  innocent  purchaser  would  sink  under  the  pressure 
of  firauds  which  he  could  never  know,  nor  by  diligence  avert 
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On  the  whole  I  have  come  to  the  result,  not,  however,  withoni 
much  diffidence  of  my  own  opinion,  that  a  forfeiture  attached  to  a 
thing,  conveys  no  property  to  the  government  in  the  thing,  until 
seizure  made  or  suit  brought  That  previous  to  that  time  the  owner 
has  the  exclusive  right  of  possession  and  property,  though  the  govern- 
ment may  be  considered  as  having  an  inchoate  title,  or  possibility. 
That  against  the  offender  or  his  representatives,  upon  seizure  or  suit, 
the  title  by  operation  of  law  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the  offence  so 
as  to  avoid  sdl  mesne  acts ;  but  as  to  a  bond  fide  purchaser  for  valu- 
able consideration  and  without  notice  of  the  offence,  the  doctrine  of 
relation  does  not  apply  so  as  to  divest  his  legitimate  title. 

Considering,  as  I  do,  that  this  question  is  of  very  great  importance, 
I  trust  that  it  will  receive  the  decision  of  the  highest  tribunal ;  and  I 
shall  not  feel  humbled,  if  upon  better  examination  a  different  doctrine 
shall  prevail  by  the  judgment  of  that  court  I  do,  therefore,  adjudge 
and  decree  that  the  decree  of  the  district  court  in  the  premises  be 
aflSimed* 

8C.  417;  3  W.  246  J  8  H.  366. 


•  The  United  States  v.  The  Brigantine  Mars.     [  •417  ] 

8  C.  417. 

Appeal  from  a  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,c?H^  i?//' 
for  the  district  of  Massachusetts.  The  opinion  of  the  circuit  court, //^.^  7/ 
will  be  found  in  the  next  preceding  case,  8  C.  406.  ^  //^^'^  ^  -  ^ 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  —        /i/\i  A-^   <-' 

"  This  case  depends  upon  the  principle  established  in  the  preced-^^  ^-^  /? 
ing  case." 

*  The  decision,  as  in  that  case,  was  founded  upon  the  [  *418  J 
ground  of  a  sale  to  a  bond  fide  purchaser  without  notice. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Massachusetts  district,  in  this 
case,  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  brigantine  Mars  adjudged  forfeited 
to  the  United  States. 

8  C.  417,  3  W.  24« ;  8  H.  366. 
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The  Fbances,  Boyer,  Master.     Lrvin's  daiin. 

8  C.  418. 

'  \A/A  Q^^^^  ^^^  Vi^"^  enemy's  property,  by  way  of  pledge  for  the  payment  of  porchase-money,  or 
-^  7         otherwise,  Is  snfficient  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the  captors,  in  a  priae  coort,  unless  in  Tery 

^\yA  /  C  ^     pecnliar  cases  where  the  lien  is  imposed  by  a  general  law  of  the  mercantile  world,  inde- 

I  r^C    i  ^  2'     P^nd****  of  any  contract  between  the  parties. 

/  "  ^  Where  goods  are  sent  upon  the  account  and  risk  of  the  shipper,  the  delirery  to  the  master 

is  a  delirery  to  him  as  agent  of  the  shipper,  not  of  the  consignee ;  and  it  is  competent  to 
the  consignor,  at  any  time  before  actual  delirery  to  the  consignee,  to  countermand  it,  and 
thus  to  prevent  the  consignee's  lien  from  attaching. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 
district  of  Rhode  Island,  condemning  certain  British  goods  captured 
on  board  The  Prances.  These  goods  were  claimed  by  Thomas 
Irvin,  a  domiciled  merchant  of  the  United  States,  on  the  gromid  of 
lien. 

Irvingj  for  the  appellant. 

Pinknepy  for  the  captors. 

Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows:  — 

Thomas  Irvin  is  a  merchant  of  New  York,  and  claims  certain 
packages  of  merchandise,  consigned  to  him  by  Robertson  and  Hastie, 
and  also  three  boxes  of  merchandise,  consigned  to  him  by  Pott  and 
M'Millan.  The  consignors  were  British  subjects,  residing  in  Great 
Britain  at  the  time  that  these  goods  were  shipped,  which,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  bills  of  lading,  were  on  account  and  risk  of  the 
shippers. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  real  ownership  in  these  goods  was  not 
vested  in  the  consignors,  enemies  of  the  United  States;  but  the 
claimant  founds  his  pretensions  on  a  lien  created  on  the  goods  con- 
signed by  Robertson  and  Hastie,  in  consequence  of  an  advance 
made  to  the  shippers,  in  consideration  of  the  consignment, 
[  •  419  ]  by  his  *  agent  in  Glasgow ;  and  on  the  goods  shipped  by 
Pott  cuid  McMillan,  in  virtue  of  a  general  balance  of  account 
due  to  him  as  their  factor.  To  establish  these  claims  in  point  of  • 
fact,  an  order  for  further  proof  is  asked  for,  and  the  question  is 
whether,  if  proved,  the  claim  can,  in  point  of  law,  be  sustained  ? 

The  doctrine  of  liens  seems  to  depend  chiefly  upon  the  rules  of 
jurisprudence  established  in  different  countries.     There  is  no  doubt 
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but  that,  agreeably  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law  of  England, 
a  factor  has  a  lien  upon  the  goods  of  his  principal  in  his  possession, 
for  the  balance  of  account  due  to  him  ;  and  so  has  a  consignee  for 
advances  made  by  him  to  the  consignor.  The  consignor  or  owner 
cannot  maintain  an  action  against  his  factor,  to  recover  the  property 
so  placed  in  his  possession,  without  first  paying  or  tendering  what  is 
thus  due  to  the  factor.  But  this  doctrine  is  unknown  in  prize  courts, 
unless  in  very  peculiar  cases,  where  the  lien  is  imposed  by  a  general 
law  of  the  mercantile  world,  independent  of  any  contract  between 
the  parties.  Such  is  the  case  of  freight  upon  enemies'  goods  seized 
in  the  vessel  of  a  firiend,  which  is  always  decreed  to  the  owner  of  the 
vesseL  Abbott  on  Shipping,  184.  It  is,  to  use  the  words  of  Sir  W. 
Scott,  "  an  interest  directly  and  visibly  residing  in  the  substance  of 
the  thing  itself."  The  possession  of  the  property  is  actually  in  the 
owner  of  the  ship,  of  which,  by  the  general  mercantile  law  of  all 
nations,  he  cannot  be  deprived  until  the  fireight  due  for  the  carriage 
of  it  is  paid.  He  has,  in  fact,  a  kind  of  property  in  the  goods  by 
force  of  this  general  law,  which  a  prize  court  ought  to  respect  and 
does  respect.  On  the  one  hand,  the  captor,  by  stepping  into  the 
shoes  of  the  enemy  owner  of  the  goods,  is  personally  benefited  by 
the  labor  of  a  fiiend,  and  ought,  in  justice,  to  make  him  the  proper 
compensation ;  and  on  the  other,  the  ship  owner,  by  not  having  car- 
ried the  goods  to  the  place  of  their  destination,  and  this,  in  conse- 
quence of  an  act  of  the  captor,  would  be  totally  without  remedy  to 
recover  his  fireight  against  the  owner  of  the  goods. 

But  in  cases  of  liens  created  by  the  mere  private  contract  of  indi- 
viduals, depending  upon  the  different  laws  of  different  countries,  the 
difiicxdties  which  an  examination  of  such  claims  would 
impose  upon  the  captors,  and  *  even  upon  the  prize  courts,  [  *  420  ] 
in  deciding  upon  them,  and  the  door  which  such  a  doctrine  . 
would  open  to  collusion  between  the  enemy  owners  of  the  property 
and  neutral  claimants,  have  excluded  such  cases  firom  the  considera- 
tion of  t^ose  courts.  In  the  case  of  The  Tobago,  5  Rob.  218,  where 
an  attempt  was  made  by  a  British  subject,  to  set  up  a  bottomry 
interest  on  an  enemy's  ship.  Sir  W.  Scott  observed,  that  no  prece- 
dents to  sanction  such  a  claim  could  be  produced ;  and  he  very  prop- 
erly concluded,  that  this  was  strong  evidence  that  it  had  not  been 
the  practice  of  the  court  to  consider  such  bonds  as  property  entitled 
to  its  protection.  And  it  seemed  to  be  conceded,  that,  upon  the 
same  principle,  the  captor  could  not  entitle  himself  to  the  advantage 
of  such  liens,  existing  in  an  enemy,  upon  neutral  property.  From 
this  it  appears  that  the  doctrine  of  the  prize  courts  upon  this  subject, 
works  against  as  well  as  in  favor  of  captors.     The  case  of  The 
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Marianna,  in  6  Rob.  24,  avoids  all  the  objections  made  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  case  of  The  Tobago  to  the  present.  It  is  precisely  in 
point 

The  principal  strength  of  the  argament  in  favor  of  the  claimant 
in  this  case,  seemed  to  be  rested  upon  the  position,  that  the  consignor 
in  this  case  could  not  have  comitermanded  the  consignment  after 
delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  master  of  the  vessel ;  and  hence  it  was 
inferred  that  the  captor'  had  no  right  to  intercept  the  passage  of  the 
property  to  the  consignee.  This  doctrine  would  be  well  founded,  if 
the  goods  had  been  sent  to  the  claimant  upon  his  account  and  risk, 
except  in  the  case  of  insolvency.  But  when  goods  are  sent  upon 
the  account  and  risk  of  the  shipper,  the  delivery  to  the  master  is  a 
delivery  to  him  as  agent  of  the  shipper,  not  of  the  consignee ;  and 
it  is  competent  to  the  consignor,  at  any  time  before  actual  delivery 
to  the  consignee,  to  countermand  it,  and  thus  to  prevent  his  lien  £rom 
attaching.  Upon  the  whole,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that,  upon  the 
reason  of  the  case,  as  well  as  upon  authority,  this  claim  cannot  be 
supported,  and  that  the  sentence  of  the  court  below  must  be  aflSrmed, 
with  costs. 

Livingston,  J.  I  differ  in  opinion  from  the  majority  of  the  court 
Lrvin  had  a  lien  on  the  goods,  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  papers. 
I  have  no  difficulty  in  condemning  the  property  subject  to  that  Uen; 
but  I  cannot  assent  to  an  unqualified  condemnation. 

8  C.  335. 


[  •  421  ]         *  The  Thomas  Gibbons,  Rockwell,  Master. 

8  C.  421.  «« 

(?n     f/  /  0    '^^  commission  of  a  privateer  mnst  be  considered  as  qualified  and  limited  by  the  la^ 
^     '  '    ^  under  which  it  issnes,  and  as  subordinate  to  the  instructions  of  the  President,  issued  under 

the  eighth  section  of  the  Prize  Act  of  1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Lai^,  761.) 
Under  those  instructions  both  British  and  American  property,  shipped  in  Great  Britain,  on 
board  a  yessel  of  the  United  States,  after  a  knowledge  of  the  war,  but  in  consequence  of 
the  repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council,  are  protected  from  capture. 
Trading  with  an  enemy  does  not  ipso  fado  forfeit  the  property  so  obtained  by  a  citizen,  but 
only  subjects  it  to  condemnation  when  regularly  captured. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Georgia,     The  case  turned  on  the 
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effect  of  the  President's  instructions  to  privateers,  of  Angust  28, 
1812,  which  directed  them  not  to  interrupt  "  any  vessels  belonging  to 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  coming  from  British  ports  to  the  United 
States,  laden  with  British  merchandise,  in  consequence  of  the  alleged 
repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council."  The  material  facts  are 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

JaneSf  for  the  captors. 

Harper  and  Pinkney^  for  the  claimants. 

•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  [  *  426  ] 

*  The  ship  Thomas  Gibbons,  laden  with  a  cargo  of  British  [  *  427  ] 
manufactures,  on  account  of  British  and  American  mer- 
chants, sailed  from  Liverpool,  in  Great  Britain,  on  the  16th  August, 
1812,  bound  for  Savannah,  in  Georgia,  and  was  captured  on  the  12th 
of  the  ensuing  October,  on  the  high  seas,  off  Tybee  light-house,  by 
the  private  armed  vessel,  Atas,  Thomas  M.  Newhall,  commander, 
and  on  the  same  day  brought  into  Savannah  as  prize  of  war.  The 
ship  sailed  from  Liverpool,  under  the  protection  of  a  special  license, 
dated  the  21st  of  July,  1812,  granted  by  Lord  Sidmouth,  by  order  of 
the  privy  council,  whereby  the  ship  and  cargo  were  protected  from 
British  capture,  not  only  on  the  voyage  to  the  United  States,  but 
also  on  the  return  voyage  to  Liverpool,  in  case  the  master  should 
not  be  permitted  to  land  the  cargo  in  the  United  States ;  and  the 
master  was  further  allowed,  in  case  of  return,  to  receive  his  freight, 
and  proceed  in  ballast  to  any  port  not  blockaded. 

The  conunission  of  The  Atas  was  granted  on  the  24th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1812,  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  President's  instruction  of 
the  28th  of  August,  1812. 

A  libel  was  filed  in  the  district  court  of  Greorgia,  upon  which  regu- 
lar proceedings  were  had  against  the  ship,  as  prize  of  war.  The 
resi>ondents  interposed  their  claims  and  the  district  attorney  also 
interposed  a  claim  in  behalf  .of  the  United  States.  At  the  hearing, 
the  district  court  dismissed  tiie  libel  of  the  captors,  and,  upon  appeal, 
the  decree  was  affirmed  in  the  circuit  court 

The  principal  question  which  has  been  moved  at  bar,  is,  whether 
the  capture  of  the  ship  was  lawful:  and  that  depends  upon  the 
authority  of  the  President  to  issue  that  instruction,  and  upon  the 
true  construction  of  it,  if  rightfully  issued. 

As  to  the  authority  of  the  President,  we  do  not  think  it  necessary 
to  consider  how  far  he  would  be  entitied,  in  his  character  of  com- 
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mander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy  of  the  United  States,  inde- 
pendent of  any  statute  provision,  to  issne  instructions  for  the  govern- 
ment and  direction  of  privateers.  That  question  would  deserve 
grave  consideration;  and  we  should  not  be  disposed  to  entertain 
the  discussion  of  it,  unless  it  become  unavoidable.  In  the 
[  •428  ]  •  case  at  bar,  no  decision  on  the  point  is  necessary;  because 
we  are  all  of  opinion  that,  under  the  8th  section  of  the  prize 
act  of  1812,  c.  107,  the  President  had  full  authority  to  issue  the 
instruction  of  the  28th  of  August  That  section  provides,  that  the 
President  shall  be  authorized  ''  to  establish  and  order  suitable  instruct 
tions  for  the  better  governing  and  directing  the  conduct "  of  private 
armed  vessels  commissioned  under  the  act,  their  officers  and  crews. 
The  language  of  this  provision  is  very  general,  and  in  our  opinion  it 
is  entitled  to  a  Uberal  construction,  both  upon  the  manifest  intent  of 
the  legislature,  and  the  ground  of  public  policy. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  privateers  acquire  by  their  commissions, 
a  general  right  of  capture  under  the  prize  acts,  which  it  is  not  in  the 
President's  power  to  remove  or  restrain,  while  the  commission  is  in 
force ;  that  therefore  his  right  to  issue  instructions  must  be  construed 
as  subordinate  to  the  general  authority  derived  from  the  commission ; 
and  that,  in  this  view,  his  instructions  should  extend  only  to  the 
internal  organization,  discipline,  and  conduct  of  privateers. 

We  cannot,  on  mature  deliberation,  yield  assent  to  this  argument. 
It  is  very  clear  that  the  President  has,  under  the  Prize  Act,  power  to 
grant,  annul,  and  revoke,  at  his  pleasure,  the  commissions  of  priva- 
teers ;  and  by  the  act  declaring  war,  he  is  authorized  to  issue  the 
commission  in  such  form  as  he  shall  deem  fit.  The  right  of  capture 
is  entirely  derived  from  the  law.  It  is  not  an  absolute,  vested  right 
which  cannot  be  taken  away  or  modified  by  law.  It  is  a  limited 
right,  which  is  subject  to  all  the  restraints  which  the  legislature  has 
imposed,  and  is  to  be  exercised  in  the  manner  which  its  wisdom  has 
prescribed.  The  commission,  therefore,  is  to  be  taken  in  its  general 
terms,  with  reference  to  the  laws  under  which  it  emanates,  and  as 
containing  within  itself  all  the  qualifications  and  restrictions  which 
the  acts  giving  it  existence  have  prescribed.  In  this  view,  the  com- 
mission is  qualified  -and  restrained  by  the  "power  of  the  President  to 
issue  instructions.  The  privateer  takes  it  subject  to  such  power,  and 
contracts  to  act  in  obedience  to  all  the  instructions  which  the  Presi- 
dent may  lawfully  promulgate. 
[  *  429  ]  Public  policy,  also,  would  confirm  this  construction.  •It 
has  been  the  great  object  of  every  maritime  nation  to 
restrain  and  regulate  the  conduct  of  its  privateers.  They  are  watched 
with  great  anxiety  and  vigilance,  because  they  may  often  involve  the 
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nation,  by  irregtilarities  of  conduct,  in  serious  controversies,  not  only 
with  public  enemies,  but  also  with  neutrals  and  allies.  If  a  power 
did  not  exist  to  restrain  their  operations  in  war,  the  public  faith  might 
be  Tiolated,  cartels  and  flags  of  truce  might  be  disregarded,  and  end- 
less embarrassments  arise  in  the  negotiations  with  foreign  powers. 
Considerations  of  this  weight  and  importance  are  not  lightly  to  be 
disregarded ;  and  when  the  language  of  the  act  is  so  broad  and 
comprehensive,  we  should  not  feel  at  liberty  to  narrow  or  weaken  its 
force  by  a  construction  not  pressed  by  the  letter,  or  the  spirit,  or  the 
policy  of  the  clause.  On  the  whole,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the 
instruction  of  the.  President  of  the  28th  of  August,  is  within  the 
authority  delegated  to  him  by  the  Prize  Act 

But  it  is  argued,  that,  admitting  its  legal  validity,  this  instruction 
cannot  protect  the  ship  and  cargo  jfrom  capture  as  prize  of  war, 
because  the  cargo  was  shipped  after  a  full  knowledge  of  the  war, 
and  not  ^  in  consequence  of  the  alleged  repeal  of  the  British  orders 
in  coundL'' 

We  are  of  a  different  opinion.  We  think  that  a  shipment  made 
even  after  a  knowledge  of  the  war,  may  well  be  deemed  to  have 
been  made  in  consequence  of  the  repeal  of  the  orders  in  council,  if 
made  within  so  early  a  period  as  would  leave  a  reasonable  pre- 
sumption that  the  knowledge  of  that  repeal  would  induce  a  suspeik- 
sion  of  hostilities,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States.  Congress  have 
evidentiy  acted  upon  this  principle ;  and  have  themselves  fixed  the 
time,  (the  16th  of  September,  1812,)  before  whiqh  shipments  might 
be  reasonably  made  upon  the  faith  of  that  presumption.  Act  of  2d 
January,'  1813.1  We  are  not  inclined  to  hold  a  less  liberal  con- 
rtruction  in  favor  of  the  acts  of  individuals  proceeding  from  a  con- 
fidence in  the  avowed  intentions  of  the  government. 

It  is  further  argued,  that  the  ship  was  not  within  the  description  of 
vessels  intended  by  the  instruction  to  be  exempted  from  capture, 
because  she  was  engaged  in  an  illicit  intercourse  with  the  enemy,  under 
an  enemy  passport,  and  therefore  was  qtuisi  enemy  property. 
We  •  cannot  assent  to  this  argument  The  vessels  exempted  [  *  430  ] 
from  capture  are,  '^vessels  belonging  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  coming  from  British  ports  to  the  United  States." 
The  ship,  in  this  case,  was  duly  documented  as  an  American,  was 
coming  to  the  United  States,  and  from  a  British  port.  -  How  can  it 
be  possible  to  bring  a  case  more  perfectiy  within  the  terms  of  the 
description  ?  The  argument  proceeds  upon  the  supposition  that  by 
the  mere  act  of  illicit  intercourse,  the  property  of  an  American  citi- 

1  2  Stats,  at  Large,  789. 
*  VOL,   III,  18 
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zen  becomes  divested  ipso  facto;  but,  in  point  of  law,  this  is  not  the 
operation  ^f  the  rule.  The  property  is  only  liable  to  be  condemned 
as  enemy  property,  or  as  adhering  to  the  enemy,  if  rightfully  cap- 
tured during  the  voyage.  But  it  has  never  been  supposed  that  the 
documentary  character  of  the  ship  itself,  or  the  character  of  the 
owner,  was  completely  changed  for  every  other  purpose.  It  is  suffi- 
cient, however,  in  our  opinion,  that  no  such  distinction  as  that 
assumed  in  the  argument,  is  to  be  found  in  the  instruction  itself; 
and  we,  therefore,  hold  the  case  within  the  natural  and  ordinaiy 
import  of  the  language. 

It  is  further  argued,  that,  at  all  events,  the  property  intended  to  be 
protected  by  the  instruction  from  capture,  was  American  property, 
and  not  British  property ;  and  therefore  that,  as  to  the  latter,  the 
capture  was  rightful  This  is  a  question  of  some  difficulty ;  but,  on 
full  consideration,  a  majority  of  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the 
instruction  meant  to  protect  all  British  merchandise  on  board  an 
American  ^hip,  without  any  exception  on  account  of  British  pro- 
prietary interest  It  was  supposed  that  British  as  well  as  American 
merchants  might,  upon  the  repeal  of  tbe  orders  in  council,  be  indaced 
to  make  shipments,  upon  the  faith  that  such  repeal  would  sospend 
the  further  operations  of  hostilities.  The  government  meant  to 
reserve  to  themselves  the  ultimate  disposal  of  such  property,  in  order 
that  they  might  restore  or  condemn  it,  as  public  policy  or  tiie  nation- 
al interests  might  require.  This  construction  is  supported  and 
confirmed  by  the  act  of  congress,  of  13th  July,  1813,^  c  10,  which, 
after  relinquishing  to  the  captors  all  the  right  and  title  to  the  United 
States,  to  the  property  of  British  subjects,  captured  on  the  high  seas, 
and  shipped  from  British  ports  since  the  declaration  of  war,  expressly 

excepts  such  property  as  had  been  captured  in  violation 
[  ^431  ]  •of  the  President's  instruction  of  the  28th  August,  1812. 

In  giving  this  construction,  therefore,  we  are  satisfied  that 
we  conform  to  the  import  of  the  language  of  the  instruction,  and  do 
TkOt  contravene  any  policy  avowed  by  the  government  itself. 

On  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  thai  the  decree  of  the  circuit 
courtf  dismissing  the  libel  of  the  captors,  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and 
that  the  cause  should  be  remanded  to  the  circuit  court  for  further 
proceedings  as  between  the  United  States  and  the  claimants. 

9  C.  140. 

1 3  Stats,  at  Large,  4. 
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Prince  v.  Ba&tlbtt. 

8  C.  431. 

Under  the  acts  of  March  8, 1797,  (1  Suta.  at  Laige,  515,  a.  5,)  and  March  2, 1799,  (I  Stats.  4/  W-  /^^ 
at  Large,  677,  s.  65,)  the  insolTency  necessary  to  gire  the  IJnited  States  a  priority,  most  /  7-  V  ^/ 
be  a  legal  insolvency,  and  not  a  mere  failure  or  inability  to  pay  debts.  /^7'  /  ?  / 

EsROR  to  the  snpreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts,  in  an  action 
of  trover.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The 
case  was  submitted  without  argument 

But  ALL,  J.    The  material  fibcts  upon  the  record,  are  these :  -^ 

On  the  4th  of  June,  1810,  sundry  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise, 
the  piop^ty  of  Wellman  and  Ropes,  were  attached  by  the  deputy 
of  Bailey  Bartlett,  riieriff  of  the  county  of  Essex,  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts, by  virtue  of  certain  v^ts  of  attachment  sued  out  by  several 
creditors  of  Wellman  and  Ropes. 

On  the  18tfa  day  of  September,  1810,  two  several  executions  issued 
on  judgments  recovered  by  the  United  States,  against  Wellman  and 
Bopes,  at  the  September  term,  1810,  of  the  district  court  held  at 
Salem,  on  their  joint  and  several  bond  for  duties  at  the  custom- 
house. The  actions  in  which  tiiese  judgments  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  were  rendered,  were  first  commenced  on 
*the  .  day  of  August,  1810;  but  no  attachment  of  [*432J 
property  was  made  thereon.  On  the  19th  day  of  Septem- 
ber following,  two  suits  of  attachment,  in  fieivor  of  the  United  States, 
one  against  Wellman,  and  one  against  Ropes,  issued  in  due  form  of 
law.,  directed  to  the  marshal  of  the  district,  or  his  deputy,  returnable 
to  the  district  court,  to  be  held  in  December  then  next  ensuing. 

On  the  11th  of  October,  in  the  same  year,  the  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise,  before  mentioned,  being  in  custody  of  Baxtiiett,  a 
sheriff  of  the  county,  and  in  a  store  hired  by  him  for  the  purpose, 
Spregue,  one  of  the  appellants,  and  deputy  of  Prince,  the  marshal, 
after  the  refusal  of  tiie  sheriff  to  open  the  store,  fordbly  broke  into 
it,  and  seized,  attached,  and  conveyed  away,  the  property  which  had 
been  attached  by  the  sheriff,  in  the  manner  before  stated,  by  virtue 
of  the  executions  and  writs  of  attachment  in  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  and  disposed  of  it  in  satisfax^tion  of  the  judgments. 

Wellman  and  Ropes  continued  in  business  until  the  aforesaid  4th 
day  of  June,  and  then  failed ;  and  then  were,  and  ever  since  have 
continued  to  be  debtors,  imable  to  pay  their  debts.  Wellman  has 
continued  at  his  usual  place  of  abode  in  Salem,  ever  since  his  failure. 
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and  has  not  for  any  whole  day  confined  himself  within  hishouse, 
but  has  sometimes  kept  his  person  within  doors,  and  bad  his  doors 
fastened,  and  occasionally  used  other  vigilance  and  caution  to  avoid 
any  arrest  of  his  person  for  two  or  three  weeks  next  following  the 
said  4th  day  of  June,  but  has  never  been  arrested  by  any  officer,  or 
pursued  for  that  purpose.  Ropes  has  always  continued  at  large  in 
Salem,  and  has  never  confined  or  concealed  himself  from  his  creditors 
'  at  any  time. 

An  action  of  trover  was  commenced  by  Bardett,  the  sheriff,  for  the 
property  by  him  attached  as  cdbresaid,  against  Prince  and  Sprague, 
who  had  thus  forcibly  dispossessed  him  of  It,  in  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  in  Essex  county,  where,  upon  trial,  judgment  was  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  defendants..  An  appeal  was  prayed  and  granted  to 
the  supreme  judicial  court  of  the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 
and  at  November  term,  1811,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  upon  the 
facts  before  stated.  Upon  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  issue, 
[  •433  ]  *  the  counsel  for  Prince  and  Sprague  insisted  that  the  several 
matters  so  alleged  and  proved  in  evidence  on  their  part  was 
sufficient  to  maintain  the  issue  on  their  part,  and  to  bar  the  plaintiff 
of  his  action.  This  was  denied  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  judge  who  sat  on  trial  delivered  his  opinion  to  the  jury,  that 
the  several  matters  produced  and  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, were  not  upon  the  whole  case  sufficient  to  maintain  the  issue 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  to  bar  the  plaintiff  of  his  action* 
With  this  direction  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
$10,240.69  damages. 

To  this  opinion  of  the  court  an  exception  was  taken,  and  the 
proceedings  removed  by  writ  of  enror  to  this  court 

The  sole  question  for  the  consideration  of  this  court  is,  whether 
liie  priority  to  which  the  United  States  are  entitied  by  law,  attaches 
in  this  case. 

This  priority  is  given  by  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  the  3d  of 
March,  1797,  c.  74.  It  was  also  given  by  the  66th  section  of  the 
Collection  Law,  in  the  words  following :  "  And  in  all  cases  of  insol- 
vency, or  where  any  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns,  shall  be  insufficient  to  pay  all  the  debts  due  from 
the  deceased,  the  debt  or  debts  due  to  the  United  States,  on  any 
such  bond  or  bonds  shall  be  first  satisfied."  In  the  same  section,  the 
legislature  explain  their  meaning  of  insolvency,  by  declaring  that  it 
shall  be  deemed  to  extend  as  well  to  cases  in  which  a  debtor,  not 
having  sufficient  property  to  pay  all  his  debts,  shall  have  made  a 
voluntary  assignment  thereof,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  or  in 
which  the  estate  and  effects  of  an  absconding,  concealed,  or  absent 
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debtor,  shall  have  been  attached  by  process  of  law,  as  to  cases  in 
which  an  act  of  legal  bankruptcy  shall  have  been  comqiitted. 

At  present,  there  is  no  existing  bankrupt  law  in  the  United  States ; 
but  in  many  of  the  States  provision  is  made  by  law  for  the  relief 
of  insolvent  debtors.  In  the  act  of  congress  of  the  4th  of  August, 
1790,  s.  45,^  the  word  insolvency  only  is  used.  In  the  acts  lately  passed 
on  the  same  subject,  the  words  insolvency  and  bankruptcy 
*  are  both  adopted,  and  appear  to  be  used  as  synonymous  [  *  434  ] 
terms. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  property  seized  by  the  attachments  and 
executions  before  stated,  was  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  several  claims 
exhibited,  and  that  'Wellman  and  Ropes  were  un^^ble  to  pay  their 
debts,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  their  property  was  attached  as  the 
effects  of  absconding,  concealed,  or  absent  debtors ;  nor  does  it 
appear,  or  is  it  even  alleged,  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  made 
a  voluntary  assignment  of  their  property  for  the  benefit  of  their 
creditors ;  nor  is  it  alleged,  that  either  of  them  has  committed  an 
act  of  legal  bankruptcy.  It  appears  to  be  the  true  construction  of 
the  act  to  confine  it  to  the  cases  of  insolvency  specified  by  the  legis- 
lature. Insolvency  must  be  understood  to  mean  a  legal  and  known 
insolvency,  manifested  by  some  notorious  act  of  the  debtor  pursuant 
to  law ;  not  a  vague  allegation,  which,  in  adjusting  conflicting  claims 
of  the  United  States  and  individuals,  against  debtors,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  ascertain. 

The  property  in  question  being  in  the  possession  of  the  sheriff  by 
virtue  of  legal  process,  before  the  issuing  the  writ  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  was  bound  to  satisfy  the  debts  for  which  it  was 
taken ;  and  the  rights  of  the  individucd  creditors  thus  acquired,  could 
not  be  defeated  by  the  process  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
subsequently  issued. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that  priority  does  not  attach  in  this  case, 
and  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  judicial 
court  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 

JudgmefU  affirmed, 

IP.  386;  12  p.  102. 


i  1  Stats,  at  Large,  169. 


;8* 


210  SUPREME  COUET  OP  THE  DNTTED  STATES. 

The  St  lAwrnioe.    8  C. 


Thb  St.  Lawrence,  Webb,  Master. 

a  C.  434. 

It  is  not  a  matter  of  conne  to  make  an  order  for  further  proof  in  this  court  in  a  prize  canse,' 
and  such  order  will  not  be  made,  when  there  if  reason  to  believe  th»  applicant  has  sup- 
pressed important  docnmentary  evidence,  bat  the  court  will  proceed  to  condemnation. 

AliteTf  where  the  documents  not  produced  in  the  court  below  are  shown  here  in  support  cif 
the  i4>plication,  and  thej  appear  to  support  the  applicant's  title,  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  they  were  kept  back  unfairly. 

A  vessel  of  the  United  States,  which  went  to  England  after  the  war  was  known,  and  brought 
(hence  a  cargo  belonging  chieflj  to  British  subjects,  condemned. 

Appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  cbrcait  court  of  the  United  Staines 
for  the  district  of  New  Hampshire,  in  a  cause  of  prize.  The  material 
facts  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Irving^  for  all  the  claimants,  except  McGregor  and  Penniman. 
Webster^  for  the  latter. 

PUmany  contra. 

[  *  440  ]      *  Livingston,  J„  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 

follows :  — 
[  *  441  ]      *  From  the  manner  in  which  the  appellants  have  ai^ed 

this  cause,  it  does  not  appear  that  they  are  very  sanguine  in 
their  expectations  of  our  reversing  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  on 
the  evidence  on  which  that  court  and  the  district  court  proceeded ; 
but  that  their  chief  hope  is  derived  from  the  further  proof  which  they  ' 
have  it  in  their  power  to  produce,  provided  an  opportunity  be 
afforded  them  for  that  purpose.  Except  as  to  the  property  claimed 
by  Mr.  Penniman  and  Mr.  M'Ghregor,  this  court  does  not  perceive 
bow  the  circuit  court  could  have  done  otherwise,  upon  the  proof 
before  it,  than  confiscate  the  cargo  of  the  St.  Lawrence,  as  prize  of 
war.  Without  meaning  to  decide,  at  present,  on  the  right  of  an 
American  citizen  having  funds  in  England,  to  withdraw  them  after 
a  declaration  of  war,  or  of  the  latitude  which  he  may  be  allowed  in 
the  exercise  of  such  a  right,  if  it  exists,  we  think  the  evidence  would 
have  justified  the  court  in  considering  this  property  as  belonging  to 
enemies  of  the  United  States. 

The  St.  Lawrence  had  gone  to  England  after  the  war  was  known, 
and  had  sailed  from  a  British  port,  nearly  one  year  after  war  had 
been  declared ;  she  was  loaded  in  the  country  of  the  enemy,  and  by 
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persons  carrying  on  trade  there,  she  was  fiumished  with  a  British 
license,  which  extended  both  to  British  and  American  property ;  and 
the  bills  of  lading,  not  being  in  a  very  common  form,  were  well  cal- 
culated to  excite  suspicion.  But  these  circumstances,  strong  as  they 
ar&,  might,  if  6very  thing  had  been  fair,  have  been  so  explained  as  to 
have  convioced  the  court  that  the  property  was  truly  American. 
Was  this  done,  or  even  attempted  ?  If  we  look  at  the  conduct  of 
the  master  and  the  claimants,  we  find  them  both  acting  in  a  way 
which  left  the  court  no  other  safe  conclusion  but  that  the  cargo  of 
The  St  Lawrence  was  enemy  property.  The  captain,  instead  of 
delivering  to  the  captors,  or  bringing  into  court  the  letters  to  the  con- 
signees, which,  no  doubt,  covered  invoices  and  bills  of  lading,  lets  iis 
know,  in  a  way  not  to  be  misunderstood,  that  he  had  delivered  or 
sent  them  to  the  parties  to  whom  they  were  addressed.  Taking  his 
examination  with  the  usual  course  of  business,  which  is  to  acoom* 
pany  every  shipment  with  a  letter,  no  doubt  can  remain  that  such 
letters  were  not  only  on  board,  but  that  they  have  been 
regularly  received  by  the  *  respective  consignees ;  for.  it  is  [  *  442  ] 
not  pretended  by  the  master  that  they  were  taken  firom  him 
by  the  captors.  Here,  then,  is  not  only  a  subduction  of  very  import* 
ant  papers  by  the  master,  but  an  acquiescence  in  such  conduct,  on 
the  part  of  the  consignees,  and  a  continued  suppression  of  the  same 
papers,  to  this  day.  The  only  proof,  then,  which  the  court  had  of 
the  interest  of  the  claimants,  except  of  Mr.  Penniman's,  the  master's, 
and  Mr.  M'Gregor's,  is  in  the  claim  of  Mr.  Ogden,  who  states  that  he 
is  not  acquainted  with  their  concerns,  but  believes  they  had  an 
interest  in  the  cargo ;  without,  however,  attempting  to  designate  the 
packages  belonging  to  either  of  them.  The  court  below,  therefore, 
might  fairly  consider  the  clcdmants  as  having  not  only  failed  in  mak* 
11^  out  a  legal  title  to  the  property,  but  as  concealing  papers  which 
would  have  shown  a  title  elsewhere. 

Bat  if  there  was  a  defect  of  proof  below,  it  is  thought  the  claimants 
are  entitled  to  time  for  further  proof;  and  that,  if  this  be  allowed, 
they  wiU  be  able  to  show  that  the  property  in  question  was  pur- 
chased with  American  funds  which  were  in  England  previous  to  the 
war,  and  that  the  claimants  were  the  true  and  bond  fide  owners 
theieofl  It  is  certainly  not  a  matter  of  course,  in  this  court,  to  make 
an  order  for  further  proof.  When  the  parties  are  fully  apprised  of 
the  nature  of  the  proof  which  their  case  requires,  and  have  it  in  their 
power  to  produce  it,  an  appellate  court  should  not  readily  listen  to 
such  an  application;  but  when  it  appears  that  the  parties  who  ask 
this  indulgence  have  most  pertinaciously  withheld  from  the  court 
letters  and  other  documentazy  testimony,  which  must  be  supposed, 
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in  this  particnlar  case,  to  have  been  in  their  possession,  they  come 
^th  a  very  ill  grace  to  ask  for  any  further  time  to  make  out  their 
title.  But  if  we  examine  the  affidavits  which  have  been  made  to 
obtain  farther  time,  we  shall  find  them  all  silent  as  to  the  papers  | 

which  they  must  have  received  by  the  St.  Lawrence ;  fo^  in  not  one  I 

of  them  is  a  letter  of  that  kind  or  an  invoice  mentioned ;  nor  do  I 

they  deny  that  such  letters  or  invoices  were  received  by  them.  Under 
such  circumstances,  this  court  thinks  that  it  cannot,  consistent  with  I 

the  circumspection  with  which  such  applications  ought  always  to  be 
received,  allow  the  appellants  time  for  further  proof.     The  master's 

adventure,  it  is  said,  has  been  given  up. 
[  •  443  ]       *  Of  Mr.  Penniman's  claim  the  court  thinks  more  favor-  I 

ably.     In  the  claim  which  he  filed  personally,  he  not  only  | 

swears  that  the  property  belongs  to  him,  but  states  very  particularly 
how  and  when  it  was  purchased.  He  states,  further,  that  the  original 
invoice  and  other  documentary  evidence  were  at  Baltimore ;  and  in 
the  affidavit  made  by  Mr.  Campbell,  during  the  present  term,  there 
is  such  a  full  and  distinct  history  given  of  this  whole  transaction, 
founded  upon  original  letters  and  bills  of  exchange,  that  it  is  impos- 
sible to  harbor  one  moment's  doubt  that  the  five  chests  of  merchandise 
claimed,  by  Mr.  Penniman,  did,  at  the  time  of  shipment,  and  long 
before,  belong  to  him.  To  this  affidavit  is  also  annexed  the  original 
letter  and  invoice  which  he  received  by  the  St  Lawrence,  which 
must  dissipate  every  doubt  on  the  question,  if  any  had  previously 
existed.  Where  so  strong  a  case  is  made  out,  the  court  is  willing  to 
impute  to  accident  or  mistake  the  non-ffroduction  of  these  papers 
below.  Perhaps  Mr.  Penniman  thought  he  did  sufficient  in  stating 
they  were  in  his  possession.  Certain  it  is,  he  could  have  no  motive 
for  suppressing  papers  which  would  have  established  so  conclusively 
his  tilde  to  the  merchandise  which  he  claimed.  The  court,  therefore, 
allows  him  until  next  term,  to  make  proof^  by  affidavit  and  the  pro- 
duction of  documents,  of  his  right  to  the  property  claimed,  at  the 
time  of  its  shipment  at  Liverpool,  and  the  same  indulgence  is  allowed 
to  the  captors. 

In  regard  to  the  claim  of  M'Gregor  to  a  part  of  the  cargo,  there  is 
also  some  difference  between  his  case  and  that  of  many  others  of  the 
claimants.  He  swears  positively  to  his  interest,  but  that  no*  invoice 
was  delivered  to  him  by  the  shippers,  Ogden,  Richa:rds,  and  Seldon* 
Ogden,  also,  swears  to  the  interest  of  Mr.  M'Gregor.  Perhaps  this 
testimony  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  a  court,  as  it  did  satisfy  the  district 
court,  that  the  property  really  belonged  to  Mr.  M'Gregor.  But  if 
that  be  the  case,  other  questions  will  arise  of  too  much  importance  to 
be  decided  on  the  last  day  of  the  term,  and  when  the  court  is  not 
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fttlL     Whether  an  American  citizen  has  a  right  to  withdraw  his 

fdnds  from  the  country  of  a  belligerent,  after  a  war ;  or,  if  he  have, 

whether  he   have  a  right  to  charter  a  vessel  for  that  purpose ;  and  if 

he  may  go  thus  far,  whether  he  may  bring  British  goods, 

*on  freight,  to  this  country,  without  affecting  thereby  the  [  *444  ] 

safety  of  his  own  goods;  are  questions  which  the  court 

does  not  now  decide,  and  will  therefore  suspend,  at  present,  giving 

any  final  opinion  on  the  claim  of  Mr.  M'Gregor  to  a  part  of  the 

cargo ;  who,  in  the  mean  time,  is  also  at  liberty  to  make  further  proof 

on  the  same  points  with  Mr.  Penniman; — tiie  captors  having  the 

same  right. 

It  may  be  well  doubted  whether  Mr.  Ogden  and  Mr.  M'Gregor 
have  any  title  ^  The  St  Lawrence,  but  whether  she  belong  to  them 
or  to  Messrs.  Dickey  and  Thompson,  her  fate  seems  necessarily 
involved  in  the  dedsion  of  The  Bapid,  which  was  made  this  term. 
She  went  to  England  since  the  war,  and  is  taken  bringing  a  cargo 
from  that  country.  If  the  whole  of  the  cargo  had  belonged  to  Mr. 
M'Gregor,  or  any  other  American  returning  with  his  property  to  the 
United  States,  the  court  means  not  to  say  whether  it  would  or  would 
not  have  been  cause  of  forfeiture ;  but  when  we  find  but  a  small 
portion  of  the  cargo  in  that  predicament,  there  can  be  no  escape  for 
her.  The  St  Lawrence  was  certainly  guilty  of  trading  with  the 
enemy ;  and,  being  taken  on  her  way  from  one  of  his  ports  to  the 
United  States,  she  is  liable,  on  that  ground,  to  be  confiscated  as  prize 
of  war,  to  whomever  she  might  belong  at  the  time. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed  in  all 
its  parts,  with  costs;  except  so  far  as  it  condemned  those  portions  of 
the  cargo  which  were  claimed  by  Mr.  Penniman  and  Mr.  M'Gregor, 
respecting  which  this  court  will  advise  until  the  next  tenn. 

9  C.  ISO. 


Thb  Hisam,  Barker,  Master. 

S  C.  444. 

The  dedsion  in  the  caie  of  The  Jalia,  (8  C.  181,)  affinned,  and  its  principle  applied  to  a  j>  ^^ 
case  where  it  was  not  expressly  stated  in  the  license,  that  its  object  was  to  sapply  the 
enemy  with  proTisions,  bnt  where  snch  object  was  plainly  inferable. 

Appeal  firom  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  district  of  Massachusetts,  in  a  caus'e  of  prize.  The  material  facts 
are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
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Swtmn^  for  the  daimants. 

Dexter^  for  the  captoro. 

[  *  448  ]      *  Washington,  J.,  deliveied  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  vessel  was  the  property  of  Samael  G.  Griffith,  an 
American  citizen.  On  or  aboat  the  34th  of  September,  1812,  she 
sailed,  with  a  cargo  of  floor  and  l»ead,  from  Baltimore  to  Lisbon ; 
and  on  her  voyage  thither,  was  captured,  on  the  15th  of  October  fol- 
lowing, by  the  privateer  brig  Thorn,  and  bronght  into  the  district  of 
Massachusetts,  where  she  and  her  cargo  were  libelled  as  being  ene- 
mies' property. 

The  brig  was  claimed  by  the  master,  in  behalf  of  Griffith,  and  the 
cargo  by  the  siq)ercargo,  as  belonging  to  the  said  Griffith,  and  other 
shippers,  being  American  merchants,  of  Baltimore.  Among  the 
papers  found  on  board  of  this  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  was 
a  letter  from  Admiral  Sawyer,  dated  the  5th  of  August,  1812, 
addressed  to  Andrew  Allen,  junr.,  as  British  consul  for  tte  States  of 
Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and  Connecticat ; 
which  states,  that  being  aware  of  the  importance  of  insuring  a  con- 
stant supply  of  flour  and  other  dry  provisions  to  Spain  and  Portugal, 
and  to  the  West  Indies,  he  should  give  directions  to  the  oommanders 
of  his  Majesty's  squadron  under  his  command,  not  to  molest  Ameri^ 
can  vessels  unarmed  or  so  laden,  bond  fide  bound  to  Portuguese  and 
Spanish  ports,  whose  papers  should  be  accompanied  with  a  certified 
copy  of  that  letter  under  the  consular  seal  of  the  said  Allen ;  also  a 
letter  from  the  said  Allen,  dated  15th  September,  1812,  addressed  to 
all  the  officers  of  his  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  or  privateers  belonging 
to  subjects  of  his  Majesty,  reciting  that  it  is  of  vital  importance  to 
continue  a  full  and  regular  supply  of  flour  and  other  dry  provisions 
to  the  ports  of  Spain  and  Portugal,  or  their  colonies,  and  that,  in 
consequence  thereof,  it  has  been  thought  expedient  by  his  Majesty's 
government  that  every  degree  of  protection  and  encouragement  should 
be  given  to  American  vessels  so  laden,  and  bound  to  the  ports  of 
Spaifli  and  Portugal  or  their  colonies ;  and  that,  in  furtherance  of  these 
views  of  his  Majesty's  government,  Admiral  Sawyer  had  directed 
to  him  a  letter  dated  the  5th  of  August,  1812,  (a  copy  of  which  is 

annexed,)  with  instructions  to  furnish  American  vessels  so 
[  *  449  ]  laden  and  *  destined,  with  a  copy  of  his  letter  certified  under 

his,  the  said  Allen's,  consular  seal,  which  documents  are 
intended  to  serve  as  a  perfect  safeguard  and  protection  to  such  vessel 
in  the  prosecution  of  her  voysige ;  and  that,  in  compliance  with  such 
instructions,  he  has  granted  the  American  brig  Hiram,  whereof  John 
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B.  Barker  is  master,  now  lying  in  the  port  of  Baltimore,  and  laden 
with  flonr  and  bread,  bound  bond  fide  to  Lisbon,  a  copy  of  the  said 
Admiral  Sawyer's  letter  certified  under  his  consular  seal,  requesting 
all  officers  of  his  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  or  of  private  armed  vessels 
belonging  to  subjects  of  bis  Majesty,  not  to  offer  any  molestation  to 
the  said  vessel,  but,  on'  the  contrary,  to  grant  her  all  proper  assistanoe 
and  protection  on  her  passage  to  Lisbon,  and  on  her  return  firom 
thence  to  bar  port  of  departure,  laden  with  salt  or  in  ballast  only. 

Und^  an  order  eaUing  upon  the  different  claimants  to  give  further 
proof  relative  to  the  British  license  found  on  board  the  brig,  when 
and  where  it  was  obtained^  of  whom,  and  by  whom,  and  on  what 
terms,  and  generally,  relative  to  all  facts  and  circumstances  concern- 
ing the  procurement  of  the  same,  William  Hartshorn  made  an  affida- 
vit stating  that  he  purchased  for  Mr.  Griffith,  the  owner  of  the  vessel, 
in  September,  1813,  firom  John  R.  Waddy,  of  Virginia,  but  then  in 
Baltimore,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  a  license  to  protect  a  vessel 
laden  with  provisions  and  bound  to  Lisbon,  firom  capture  by  British 
eruisers,  for  which  he  was  to  pay  one  dollar  per  barrel  for  what  the 
vessel  would  carry,  payable  $500  in  cash,  and  the  balance  on  the  safe 
arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Lisbon ;  that  the  said  license  was  in  blank, 
for  inserting  the  names  of  any  vessel  and  master ;  and  that  the  blanks 
in  the  said  license  were  filled  up  in  his  presence.  This  witness,  as 
well  as  others,  states  that  these  licenses  form  an  article  of  traffic  in 
modcet,  aa  much  so  as  flour. 

The  vessel  and  cargo  were  acquitted  in  the  district  court,  and  a 
pro  forma  decree  of  affirmance  made  in  the  circuit  court ;  firom  which 
decree  an  appeal  to  this  court  was  taken. 

In  the  case  of  The  Julia,  8  C.  181,  decided  at  this  court,  it  was  laid 
down  in  general  terms,  ^  that  the  sailing  on  a  voyage  under 
the  license  and  passport  of  protection  of  the  *  enemy,  in  [  *450  ] 
furtherance  of  his  views  or  interests,  constitutes  such  an  act 
of  illegality  as  subjects  the  ship  and  cargo  to  confiscation  as  prize  of 
war ; "  and,  as  explanatory  of  the  general  reasons  for  that  opinion,  a 
reference  was  made  to  the  opinion  of  the  learned  judge  who  decided 
that  case  in  the  circuit  court. 

It  is  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  claimants,  that  the  facts  in 
this  case  difier  so  materially  bom  those  which  appear  in  the  case  of 
The  Julia,  that  the  principles  of  law  which  rule  that  case  are  inappli- 
cable to  this,  and,  consequentiy,  ought  not  to  govern  the  decision  of 
the  court  upon  it. 

There  oertainly  are  some  difierences  in  the  two  cases ;  and  these 
were  considered  sufficiently  strong  by  the  district  judge  who  acquitted 
this  vessel  and  cargo,  to  condemn  l^e  Julia  and  her  cargo. 
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The  important  circumstance  which  appears  to  have  influenced  the 
decision  of  the  district  judge  in  that  case,  was,  that  the  license  con- 
templated the  means  of  insuring  a  constant  supply  of  dry  provisions 
to  the  allied  armies  in  Spain  and  Portugal,  and,  consequently,  an 
unlawful  connection  with  the  enemy  to  supply  his  armies,  and  a 
stfcserviency  to  the  interests  of  that  enemy.  In  this  case,  no  such 
views  are  expressed  in  the  license  of  Admiral  Sawyer ;  yet  the  conrt 
must  be  wilfully  blind  not  to  see  that  this  v^ras,  in  reality,  the  object 
of  Admiral  Sawyer  and  of  Mr.  Allen,  and  that  it  must  have  been  so 
understood  by  those  who  sailed  under  this  license. 

In  both  cases,  the  allied  armies  were  to  be  supplied,  not  by  sales 
made  directly  to  their  agents,  (for  this  is  not  required  by  either,)  bat 
by  carrying  supplies  to  the  peninsula,  which  would  indirectly  come 
to  their  use.  The  license,  as  well  as  the  letter  of  Allen  accompanying 
it,  points  out  the  great  importance  of  such  supplies  being  sent  to 
Spain  and  Portugal ;  and  the  latter  adds,  that,  in  furtherance  of  these 
views  of  his  Majesty's  government,  he  had  been  directed  by  Admiral 
Sawyer  to  furnish  a  copy  of  his  letter  to  vessels  so  laden  and  destined 
Can  it  be  said  that  an  American  citizen,  sailing  under  the  protection 
of  papers  professing  such  to  be  the  views  of  the  British 
[  •451  ]  government,  does  not  act  in  such  a  manner  as  to  •subserve 
the  views  and  interest  of  the  enemy  ?  Upon  the  whole,  the 
court  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  substantial  difference  between 
this  case  and  that  of  The  Julia,  and  that  this  is  fully  v^thin  the  prin- 
ciple laid  down  by  this  court  in  deciding  that  case,  and  the  reasoning 
to  which  it  refers. 

It  was  stated,  on  the  behalf  of  the  claimants  of  the  cargo,  that 
they  ought  not  to  be  affected  by  the  illegal  act  of  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  in  sailing  under  the  protection  of  this  license.  It  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  this  argument  to  observe,  that,  in  this  case,  the  court  must 
presume  that  the  license  was  known  to  the  ovniers  of  the  cargo,  if  it 
was  not  the  joint  property  of  alL  It  is  inconceivable  that  the  owner 
of  the  vessel  should  expend  about  $1,600  for  the  protection  of  a 
cargo  in  which  it  appears  he  was  not  largely  concerned,  vidthout  com- 
municating such  an  advantage  to  his  shippers,  and  even  requiring 
some  reimbursement,  either  by  demanding  higher  freight,  or  compen- 
sation in  some  other  way.  But  what  is  conclusive  on  this  point,  isj 
that  an  order  for  further  proof  in  relation  to  this  license  was  made, 
and  yet  no  affidavit  or  proof  is  offered  by  any  of  the  owners,  denying 
a  knowledge  of  these  documents  being  on  board. 

The  decree  must  be  reversed,  and  the  vessel  and  cargo  condemned 
*  to  the  captors  as  prize  of  war* 

2  W.  143. 
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The  JosBPHy  Sargeant,  Master. 

8  C.  451. 


is  made  after  she  has  sailed  from  the  enemj's  port.  /ofT, 

Under  the  instmctions  of  the  President,  a  privateer  may  lawfullj  captaie  a  ressel,  liable  to 
capture,  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  bound  to  a  port  of  the 
United  States. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circnit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  district  of  Massachusetts,  in  a  cause  of  prize.  The  material  facts 
sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

•  Washinoton,  J.,  delivered  the  following  opinion  of  the  [  *  454  ] 
court:*— 

After  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  cases  of  The  Rapid,  8  C. 
155,  and  of  the  ship  Alexander,  8  C.  169,  it  is  not  to  be  contend- 
ed that  the  sailing  with  a  cargo,  on  freight,  from  St  Petersburg 
to  London,  after  a  full  knowledge  of  the  war,  did  not  amount  to  such 
a  trading  with  the  enemy  as  to  have  subjected  both  the  vessel  and 
caigo  to  condemnation  as  prize  of  war,  had  she  been  captured  whilst 
proceeding  on  that  voyage.  The  alleged  necessity  of  undertaking 
that  voyage  to  enable  the  master  out  of  the  freight  to  discharge  his 
expenses  at  St  Petersburg,  countenanced,  as  the  master  declares,  by 
the  opinion  of  our  minister  at  St  Petersburg,  that  by  undertaking 
such  a  voyage  he  would  violate  no  law  of  the  United  States,  although 
these  considerations,  if  founded  in  truth,  present  a  case  of  peculiar 
hardship,  yet  they  afford  no  legal  excuse  which  it  is  competent  to 
this  court  to  admit  as  the  basis  of  its  decision.  See  The  Hoop, 
1  Rob.  196 ;  Potts  and  Bell,  8  T.  Rep.  648. 

The  counsel  for  the  claimants  seemed  to  be  aware  of  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  this  groimd,  and  applied  their  strength  to  show  that  the 
vessel  was  not  taken  in  delicto^  having  finished  the  offensive  voyage 
in  which  she  was  engaged,  at  London,  and  being  captured  on  her  re- 
turn home,  and  in  ballast  It  is  not  denied  that  if  she  be  taken  during 
the  same  voyage  in  which  the  offence  was  committed,  though  after  it 
was  committed,  she  is  considered  as  being  still  in  delictOy  and  sub- 
ject to  confiscation ;  but  it  is  contended  that  her  voyage  ended  at 
London;  and  that  she  was,  on  her  return,  embarked  on  a  new 
voyage.     This  position  is  directly  contrary  to  the  facts  in  the  case. 

VOL.   III.  19 
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The  voyage  was  an  entire  one  from  the  United  States  to 
[*4d5]  England,  thence  to  the  north   of  *  Europe,  and  thence 

directly  or  indirectly  to  the  United  States.  Even  admit 
that  the  outward  and  homeward  voyages  could  be  separated,  so  as  to 
render  them  two  distinct  voyages,  which  is  not  conceded,  still,  it  can- 
not be  denied  that  the  termim  of  the  homeward  voyage  were  St 
Petersburg  and  the  United  States,  The  continuity  of  such  a  voyage 
cannot  be  broken  by  voluntary  deviation  of  the  master  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  on  an  intermediate  trade.  That  the  going  from  St 
Petersburg  to  London  was  not  undertaken  as  a  new  voyage,  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  claimants,  who  allege  that  it  was  undertaken  as  sub- 
sidiary to  their  voyage  to  the  United  States.  It  was,  in  short,  a 
voyage  from  St  Petersburg  to  the  United  States,  by  the  way  of  Lon- 
don ;  and,  consequently,  the  vessel,  during  any  part  of  that  voyage, 
if  seized  for  conduct  subjecting  her  to  confiscation  as  prize  of  war, 
was  seized  in  delicto. 

Another  objection  relied  upon  by  the  claimants,  is,  that  this  vessel 
was  captured  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States.  The 
fact  upon  which  this  objection  is  raised,  is  not  clearly  established  one 
way  or  the  other.  But  admit  it  to  be  as  contended  for  by  the  claim- 
ants, the  law  is  nevertheless  against  them.  The  commission  granted  to 
privateers  authorizes  them  to  seize  and  take  any  British  vessels  found 
within  the  jurisdictional  limits  of  the  United  States,  or  elsewhere  on 
the  high  seas,  and  to  bring  them  in  for  adjudication ;  and  also  to  de- 
tain, seize,  and  take  all  vessels  and  effects,  to  whomsoever  belonging, 
which  shall  be  liable  thereto  according  to  the  law  of  nations  and  the 
rights  of  the  United  States,  as  prize  of  war.  The  first  instructions 
given  by  the  President  to  the  private  armed  vessels  of  the  United 
States,  define  the  high  seas,  referred  to  in  the  commission,  to  extend 
to  low-water  mark,  with  the  exception  of  the  space  of  one  league,  or 
three  miles,  from  the  shore  of  countries  at  peace  with  Great  Britain 
or  the  United  States.  The  general  expressions  of  the  conmiission, 
explained  by  these  instructions,  and  containing  no  exception  but  in 
relation  to  friendly  powers,  prove  incontestably  that  all  captures  as 
prize  of  war  may  lawfully  be  made  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the 

United  States,  at  any  place  below  low- water  mark. 
[*456  ]       The  court  is  also  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  weight  *in 

another  objection  made  by  the  claimants,  that  this  vessel 
was  on  her  way  and  near  to  an  American  port  at  the  time  she  was 
captured.  The  right  of  the  captor  to  the  property  which  he  may 
seize  as  prize  of  war  is  derived  under  his  commission,  which  is  gene- 
ral and  unqualified  as  to  place  and  circumstances,  and  not  from  any 
peculiar  merit  which  he  may  claim  in  any  particular  case.     It  is  not 
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for  him  to  know  whether  a  vessel  which  has  offended  against  the 
law  of  nations,  and  is  apparently  destined  to  a  port  of  the  United 
States,  will  certainly  enter  the  port;  and  certainly  he  is  bound  by  no 
law  to  forego  the  opportunity  which  chance  or  his  own  vigilance  may 
have  presented  to  him  to  acquire  property  which,  under  his  commis- 
sion, he  is  authorized  to  appropriate  to  himself. 

Decree  affirmed. 

8  a  456. 


The  Grotius,  Sheafe,  Master. 

8  C.  456. 

Wliere  it  did  not  dutinctly  appear  whether  enough  had  been  done  to  amount  to  a  capture, 
an  order  for  further  proof  was  made. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States, 
for  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  in  a  cause  of  prize. 

Webster  and  Dexter^  for  the  claimants. 

Pitman^  for  the  captors. 

•  Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  [  *  460  ] 
tMs  case,  as  follows :  — 

This  case  differs  in  no  material  respect  from  that  of  The  Joseph, 
8  C.  451,  just  decided,  except  that  in  this  a  question  arises  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  capture.  The  master  of  The  Grotius,  in  answer  to 
the  second  standing  interrogatory,  swears  that  he  hath  never  consid- 
ered the  ship  to  have  been  taken  or  seized  as  prize.  That  he  was 
present  when  an  armed  schooner  under  English  colors  met 
with  her,  the  commander  of  which  represented  her  *  to  be  a  [  •461  J 
British  privateer,  called  The  Bream,  and  requested  him  to 
take  on  board  a  man,  and  treat  him  as  a  gentleman  until  he  arrived 
in  the  United  States ;  to  which  he  consented.  This  testimony  of  the 
captain  is  confirmed  by  Oilman,  the  mate,  in  answer  to  the  2d  and 
3d  interrogatories,  who  adds,  that  Very,  the  man  who  was  put  on 
board,  never  conducted  as  prize-master,  nor  in  any  other  manner  than 
a  passenger  would,  during  the  voyage.     Pierce,  one  of  the  seamen. 
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who  accompanied  the  captain  on  board  the  schooner,  swears  that  he 
never  knew  the  ship  was  seized  as  prize  until  after  her  arrival  within 
the  Boston  light-house.  Chambers,  another  seaman,  belonging  to 
The  Grotius,  in  answer  to  the  third  interrogatory,  says  that  she  was 
met  by  an  armed  schooner  under  English  colors,  which  obliged  the 
mate  of  the  ship  to  go  dn  board  her,  and  afterwards  sent  him  back 
with  a  man,  who,  on  the  next  day,  declared  himself  to  be  put  on 
board  as  prize-master,  saying,  that  if  she  should  fall  in  with  a  French 
vessel,  he  should  be  obliged  to  show  his  commission.  That  he  knows 
not  upon  what  pretence,  or  for  what  reason  she  was  taken,  not  know« 
ing,  in  fact,  that  she  was  made  prize  of,  until  her  arrival  at  Boston. 

Daniel  J.  Very,  the  alleged  prize-master,  has  deposed,  on  oath,  that 
he  was  present  at  the  capture  of  The  Grotius  by  The  Frolic ;  that  the 
captain  of  the  ship  was  ordered  on  board  the  schooner  with  his  papers ; 
and  that,  he  Very,  was  directed  by  his  commander  to  go  on  board 
as  prize-master,  and  this  in  the  presence  of  the  captain  of  The 
Grotius;  that  the  master  of  the  ship  was  to  keep  possession  of  the 
papers,  and  to  navigate  her  into  port  That  he  accordingly  went  oq 
board  as  prize-master,  carrying  with  him  a  copy  of  the  commission 
of  The  Frolic ;  and  instructions,  in  writing,  from  the  commander  to 
him  (Very,)  as  prize-master.  That  the  captain  of  The  Grotius 
informed  his  crew  that,  in  case  a  British  cruizer  should  board  The 
Grotius,  and  they  should  be  asked  respecting  the  said  Very,  they 
were  to  answer  that  he  was  a  passenger. 

Without  giving  any  opinion  as  to  the  regularity  of  admitting  the 
affidavit  of  the  prize-master  as  a  part  of  the  preparatory  evidence,  the 
court  is  of  opinion  that  the  facts  necessary  for  deciding 
[  '462  ]  upon  the  validity  of  the  *  capture  are  not  sufficiently  dear ; 
and  that  it  will  be  proper  to  make  an  order  for  further  proof, 
to  be  furnished  by  the  captors  and  the  claimants,  with  respect  to  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  capture. 

This  point  appears  not  to  have  been  made  or  considered  in  the 
court  below. 

9  C.  368. 
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Alexander  and  others  v.  Pendleton. 

8  C.  462. 

A  suit  not  proaecnted  to  jadgment  u  not  constractiTe  notice  of  a  claim  to  a  penon  Yfhofyy.  C  f^ 
did  not  purchase  pmdenU  Ute,  /y^  .    ;1>^, 

A  porchaaer  withoat  notice  may  join  his  adrerBary  possession  to  the  prior  ostensible  posses-/^/   f  f^ 
sion  of  his  grantor,  to  make  a  bar  nnder  the  statute  of  limitations.  /^T />     ^  .  . 

An  adverse  possession  of  fifty  years,  with  knowledge  of  a  better  title,  is  a  bar  to  that  title.  <^^'  **  ^ 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of 
Columbia,  sitting  at  Alexandria,  as  a  court  of  equity. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  suit  was  brought  in  the  year  1806,  in  the  circuit  court  for  the 
county  of  Alexandria,  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  the  title  of  Nathan- 
iel  Pendleton,  the  plalntifT,  in  that  court,  to  83  acres  of  land  contig- 
noas  to  the  town  of  Alexandria  which  have  been  in  his  possession, 
and  in  the  possession  of  those  under  whom  he  claims,  from  the  year 
1732,  to  the  present  time. 

Robert  Alexander,  being  seized  of  a  large  tract,  on  part  of  which 
the  town  of  Alexandria  now  stands,  on  the  17th  of  January,  in  the 
year  1731-2,  executed  to  Dade  Massey,  then  about  to  intermarry 
with  his  daughter,  Parthenia  Alexander,  his  bond  in  the  penalty  of 
800/L,  with  a  condition  that  he  would  convey  to  his  daughter  Parthe- 
nia and  her  heirs,  on  demand,  400  acres  of  land  lying  on  Potomac, 
^  beginning  on  the  river  side,  and  from  thence  running  to  his  back 
line,  making  a  long  square  so  as  to  have  the  same  breadth  on  the 
river  as  on  the  back  line.'' 

The  marriage  soon  afterwards  took  effect,  and  she  was  put  into 
possession  of  the  land  by  the  following  bounds,  that  is  to  say : 
^  Beginning  at  the  mouth  of  Goings  Gut,  on  the  River 
Potomac,  and  extending  down  the  river  so  •  as  to  include  [  •463  ] 
400  acres  of  land  between  the  river  and  back  line." 

The  back  line  called  for  in  the  patent  was  a  due  north  course ; 
that  by  which  Robert  Alexander  then  held  was  north  6  west.  Claims 
have  been  since  successfully  eisserted  which  would  vary  the  back  line 
so  as  to  run  north  17  west  The  appellants  insist  that  those  who 
hold  under  Parthenia  shall  be  compelled  to  extend  to  the  back  line, 
as  now  established,  and  proportionably  to  contract  their  line  down  the 
river,  so  that  the  parallelogmm  shall  still  comprise  four  hundred  acres. 
Pendleton,  who  is  a  purchaser  under  Parthenia,  insists  on  being 

19  • 
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limited  on  the  west  by  the  line  north  6  west,  which  was  the  back 
line  when  the  title  of  Parthenia  accraed. 

In  the  year  1735,  Robert  Alexander  departed  this  life,  having  first 
made  his  last  will,  in  which  he  devised  as  follows:  ^  Item,  I  give  to 
my  daughter  Parthenia  Massey  four  hundred  acres  in  Prince  William 
county,  according  to  my  bond.  Item,  I  give  to  my  daughter  Sarah 
Alexander,  four  hundred  acres  joining  Parthenia  Massey,  the  same 
length  on  the  back  line  and  the  same  breadth  on  the  river." 

Parthenia  survived  her  husband,  Dade  Massey,  and  intennarried 
with  Townshend  Dade,  Sarah  intermairied  with  Baldwin  Dade,  and 
was  put  into  possession  of  the  land  devised  to  her. 

John  and  Gterard  Alexander  were  the  only  sons  of  Robert,  and 
were  the  codevisees  of  the  bulk  of  his  estate.  In  April,  1740,  John 
instituted  a  suit  against  Gterard  for  partition ;  and  to  this  suit  Town- 
shend Dade  and  Parthenia,  his  wife,  and  Baldwin  Dade  and  Saiah, 
his  wife,  were  parties  defendants.  A  decree  of  partition  was  made, 
directing  that  the  lands  of  the  Dades  also  should  be  allotted  to  them 
to  be  held  in  severalty.  Commissioners  were  appointed  to  execute 
this  decree,  with  directions  to  report  their  proceedings  to  the  court 

Under  this  interlocutory  decree  the  land  was  surveyed  by  Joseph 
Berry,  and  a  division  made.  Four  hundred  acres  were  allotted  to 
Townshend  Dade  and  Parthenia,  his  wife,  and  the  same 
[  *  464  ]  quantity  to  Baldwin  Dade  and  *  Sarah,  his  wife.  This  allot- 
ment was  made  on  the  idea  that  north  6  west  was  the  true 
back  line.  But  as  the  Alexanders  intended  to  institute  suits  for  the 
purpose  of  recovering  lands  lying  west  of  the  north  6  line,  it  was 
agreed  between  aU  the  parties  that  the  partition  then  made  should 
not  be  conclusive,  but  should  depend  on  the  suits  about  to  be  insti- 
tuted. In  consequence,  as  is  presumed,  of  this  verbal  agreement,  the 
survey  and  proceedings  under  this  interlocutory  decree  were  not 
returned ;  and  in  May,  1741,  the  suit  was  dismissed  agreed. 

Townshend  Dade  and  Parthenia,  his  wife,  remained  in  quiet  pos- 
session of  the  four  hundred  acres  devised  to  Parthenia  by  her  father, 
according  to  those  boundaries  which  had  been  marked  out  on  the 
idea  that  north  6  west  was  the  true  back  line. 

Sarah  Dade  died  without  issue;  on  which  event  her  land  was 
limited  to  her  two  brothers  John  and  Gerard,  who  entered  thereon 
and  continued  to  hold  it  according  to  Berry's  survey. 

John  Carlyle  claimed  the  land  west  of  north  6  west ;  and,  in  April 
1766,  commenced  an  ejectment  against  Alexander,  who  appears  to 
have  recovered  part  of  the  land  between  north  6  and  north  17  west, 
in  a  previous  ejectment  against  one  of  his  tenants.  In  May,  1771, 
a  verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  in  his  favor. 
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In  the  year  1774,  Townshend  Dade  and  Parthenia,  his  wife,  insti- 
tuted a  suit  against  John  Alexander  for  a  title  to  the  land  mentioned 
in  the  bond  of  Robert  Alexander.  To  this  stdt  John  Alexander  filed 
his  answer,  stating  the  death  of  Dade  Massey,  leaving  a  son  by  Par- 
thenia, her  subsequent  marriage  with  Townshend  Dade,  and  the 
doubt  who  was  entitled  to  the  land,  as  the  reasons  for  its  not  hav- 
ing been  previously  conveyed. 

In  the  same  year,  Charles  Alexander,  son  and  heir  of  John,  filed 
his  answer,  in  which  he  states  the  doubt  respecting  the  back  line, 
admits  the  north  6  west  to  be  the  present  back  line,  and  prays  that, 
should  a  more  western  boundary  be  at  any  time  established,  he  and 
his  heirs  might  be  at  liberty  to  vary  the  boundaries  of  Parthenia's 
land  so  as  to  conform  to  such  future  back  line. 

*  In  1776,  a  deed  was  executed  by  Charles  Alexander  to  [  *465  ] 
Parthenia  Dade,  conveying  400  acres  of  land  according  to 
the  bond  of  Robert  Alexander.  This  deed  specifies  no  boundaries, 
and  contains  no  stipulation  respecting  the  future  change  of  the  back 
line.  It  would  confirm  the  will  of  Robert  Alexander,  if  that  will 
wanted  confirmation.  In  the  year  1779  this  suit  was  dismissed, 
neither  party  .appearing. 

In  May,  1778,  Parthenia  Dade  conveyed  this  tract  of  land  with  no 
other  description  of  the  metes  and  bounds  than  was  expressed  in  the 
bond  and  will  of  her  father,  to  William  Hartshorne,  who  took  posses- 
sion of  the  land,  and  held  it  according  to  Berry's  survey,  which  makes 
north  6  west  the  back  line. 

William  Hartshorne  laid  off  the  northern  part  of  the  tract  from  the 
river  to  north  6  west  in  twenty-three  lots,  which  he  sold  to  various 
persons ;  and  then,  in  May,  1779,  conveyed  the  residue  of  the  land, 
which  includes  that  in  controversy,  to  William  Harman,  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, by  metes  and  bounds,  taking  north  6  west  to  be  the  true  back 
line. 

In  the  year  1786,  Mordecai  Levris,  executor  of  William  Harman, 
conveyed  this  land  to  Elisha  CuUen  Dick,  who,  in  1796,  conveyed 
eighty-three  acres,  the  land  now  in  dispute,  to  Henry  Lee,  who,  in 
June,  1797,  conveyed  to  Baldwin  Dade,  who,  on  the  29th  day  of 
Decemb^,  in  the  year  1801,  conveyed  to  Philip  Fitzhugh,  who,  on 
the  18th  of  February,  1802,  conveyed  to  Nathaniel  Pendleton.  In 
the  same  deed,  Fitzhugh  conveys  also  to  Pendleton  three  acres  of 
land,  other  part  of  the  tract  of  400  acres,  with  notice  that  Charles 
Alexander  claims  north  17  west  as  the  back  line. 

Previous  to  the  conveyance  from  Baldwin  Dade  to  Philip  Fitzhugh, 
the  said  Dade  had  conveyed  the  land  in  controversy  to  Thomas 
Swan,  to  secure  a  debt  due  to  William  Hodgson.     Swan  conveved 
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to  William  B.  Page,  in  tnist  for  Hodgson,  who  conveyed  to  Hodgson, 
who,  in  July,  1803,  conveyed  to  Pendleton. 

Soon  after  ihe  decision  in  favor  of  Carlyle  in  May,  1771, 
[  *466  ]  Charles  Alexander  brought  an  ejectment  for  the  *8ame 
lands,  and  in  1790,  a  verdict  was  given  in  his  favor,  on 
which  a  judgment  was  rendered,  which  was  affirmed  on  appeal  in 
1792.  In  1796,  Charles  Alexander  instituted  a  suit  in  the  court  of 
Chancery,  in  Virginia,  for  the  purpose  of  altering  the  boundaries  by 
which  the  land  of  Parthenia  had  theretofore  been  held,  and  of  laying  off 
that  tract  so  as  to  extend  it  to  north  17  west,  thereby  narrowing  its 
breadth  where  it  stretches  towards  the  town  of  Alexandria,  and  giv- 
ing it  more  length.  To  this  suit,  those  under  whom  Pendleton  claims, 
with  others,  were  made  defendants. 

Charles  Alexander  departed  this  life  in  the  year  1806,  and  the 
suit  has  not  been  revived. 

Nathaniel  Pendleton  being  about  to  sell  the  land  in  controversy, 
tendered  to  Charles  Alexander  a  deed  for  quieting  the  title ;  and,  on 
his  refusing  to  execute  it,  instituted  a  suit  to  compel  him  so  to  do. 
After  the  death  of  Charles  Alexander,  this  suit  was  brought  against 
the  defendant,  his  widow  and  children. 

In  the  circuit  court,  a  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiif, 
from  which  the  defendants  have  appealed  to  this  court 

Swann^  for  the  appellants. 

jE7.  J.  Lecj  and  C.  Lee^  contra. 

[  *  468  ]      *  Marshall,  C.  J.     This  being  an  application  to  restrain 

a  person  from  the  assertion  of  title  in  the  ordinary  course 

of  judicial  proceedings,  the  prayer  of  the  bill  ought  not  to  be  granted 

in  a  doubtful  case ;  but  if  the  case  be  a  dear  one,  the  interposition 

of  equity  is  allowable ;  and  the  situation  of  the  land  adjoining  a 

growing  city,  the  number  of  persons  who  are  consequently  interested 

in  the  settlement  of  the  question,  and  the  numerous  titles 

[  *  469  ]  which  depend  •on  it,  give  it  peculiar  claims  to  the  attention 

of  the  court 

By  the  laws  which  govern  this  case,  a  possession  of  thirty  years 
under  some  circumstances,  and  of  fifty  years  under  any,  constitutes 
a  title  against  all  the  world.  The  appellee  claiming  under  a  posses- 
sion perhaps  from  the  year  1732,  certainly  from  the  year  1741,  has  a 
complete  title,  unless  something  can  be  alleged  by  the  plaintifis  in 
error  which  shall  deprive  him  of  the  advantages  of  that  possession. 

It  is  urged  that  the  contract  of  1741,  between  the  Alexanders  and 
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the  Dades,  made  the  latter  trustees  for  the  former  with  respect  to 
that  portion  of  the  land  included  in  Berry's  survey,  which  they  had 
agreed  to  surrender  in  the  event  of  establishing  a  more  western  back 
line.  And  that,  therefcve,  in  computing  time,  we  must  commence 
with  the  sale  firom  Parthenia  Dade  to  William  Hartshorne,  in  May, 
1778. 

Had  the  land  continued  in  possession  of  Parthenia  Dade  and  her 
heirs,  the  question  whether  this  contract  was  of  unlimited  duration, 
or  contemplated  some  particular  suit  then  intended  to  be  brought, 
would  merit  consideration.  But  as  the  contract  does  not  appear  on 
the  title  papers,  but  was  verbal,  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion  could  not  be  affected  by  it  unless  he  was  a  purchaser  with 
notice.  Finding  Parthenia  Dade  in  the  quiet  and  undisturbed  pos* 
session  of  400  acres  of  land,  forming  a  parallelogram,  limited  on  the 
west  by  the  line  north  6  west,  he  had  a  right  to  consider  that  line  as 
established,  so  far  as  respected  the  land  of  Parthenia.  He  was  not 
bound  to  know  that  a  private  parol  agreement  existed,  which  would 
control  the  possession.  This  trust,  therefore,  no  more  passed  with  the 
land  to  Hartshorne,  than  would  any  other  secret  trust  of  which  he 
had  no  knowledge. 

The  various  suits  which  have  been  instituted  by,  and  against  the 
ancestors  of  the  appellants,  cannot  affect  this  cause.  A  suit  not 
prosecuted  to  a  decree  or  judgment  is  not  constructive  notice  to  a 
person  not  a  pendente  lite  purchaser ;  and  were  the  law  otherwise, 
those  suits,  until  that  instituted  in  1796,  would  convey  no 
notice  of  the  *  private  agreement  made  in  1741.  A  know-  [  *  470  ] 
ledge  of  the  suits,  therefore,  would  not  imply  a  knowledge 
of  the  trust ;  and  possession  for  fifty  years,  though  with  knowledge 
of  a  better  title,  if  adversary,  constitutes  a  good  defence  against  that 
title. 

In  1796,  Charles  Alexander  instituted  a  suit  against  sundry  per- 
sons claiming  the  land  in  controversy  for  the  purpose  of  altering  the 
boundaries  which  had  been  held  by  Parthenia,  and  those  claiming 
under  her,  firom  the  year  1732,  and  which  had  been  surveyed  under 
an  interlocutory  decree  made  by  the  court  of  chancery,  in  the  year 
1741.  In  defending  themselves  against  this  claim,  the  purchasers  of 
the  land  had  a  right  to  unite  the  possession  of  Parthenia  Dade  to 
Iheir  possession,  without  being  affected  by  a  secret  trust,  of  which 
they  had  no  notice.  If,  upon  the  trial  of  that  suit,  a  possession  of 
fifty  years  cohld  not  have  been  established,  and  if  the  court  should 
have  been  of  opinion  that  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  an  adversary 
possession  of  thirty  years  would  have  constituted  a  bar,  the  merits 
of  the  title  would  have  been  necessarily  investigated.    But  if  Charles 
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Alexander  had  pennitted  that  smt  to  be  dismissed,  and  had  filed  a 
new  bill,  he  would  not  have  been  at  liberty,  in  the  compntation  of 
time,  to  avail  himself  of  the  pendency  of  the  former  soit,  unless  he 
could  have  connected  the  two  suits  together.  The  law  is  the  same 
where  a  suit  terminates  by  abatement,  and  is  not  revived ;  such  a  suit 
takes  no  time  out  of  the  act  of  limitations.  The  title  of  Pendleton, 
therefore,  has  from  that  act  all  the  benefit  which  can  be  derived  fit>m 
a  possession  from  the  year  1741,  when  a  possession  ostensibly  adver- 
sary by  metes  and  bounds  unquestionably  commenced,  to  the  insti- 
tution of  this  suit  in  the  year  1806.  The  deduction  which  the  laws 
of  Virginia  make  from  all  computations  of  time  in  consequence  of 
the  war  of  the  Revolution,  will  not  be  sufficient  to  take  this  case  out 
of  the  act  of  limitations.  The  appellees  title,  being  secured  by  a 
possession  of  more  than  fifty  years,  is  unquestionably  good,  and  it 
is  proper  that  the  doubts  which  hang  over  it  should  be  removed. 
There  is  no  error  in  the  proceedings  of  the  circuit  court,  and  the 
decree  is  affirmed. 

9  W.  941. 


[  *  471  ]  Pratt  and  others  v.  Carroll. 

8  C.  471. 

^  ^       After  a  lapse  of  seren  jean,  the  court  will  refaae  to  decree  a  specific  petformanoe  of  a  con- 
V  '•  '  /  '  tract,  in  the  part  executioii  of  which  the  complainants,  or  those  under  whom  they  claim, 

,   z/     t"^  ^         hftve  expended  large  sums  of  money,  although  the  first  de&ult  was  on  the  part  of  the 
^  defendant,  and  althoagh  it  be  probable  that  the  failure  of  the  defendant  in  that  respect 

has  prevented  the  completion  of  the  execution  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
plainants; circumstances  having  so  changed  that  neither  party  could  derive,  from  the 
execution  of  the  contract,  the  benefits  which  were  at  first  expected. 
Equity  cannot  relieve  where  it  is  impossible  to  reinstate  the  parties,  and  real  fault  is  impu^ 
able  to  the  complainant. 

This  case  is  fully  stated  by  the  chief  justice,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  District 

of  Columbia,  whereby  a  bill  brought  by  the  plaintifis  for  the  specific 

performance  of  a  contract,  was  dismissed.     The  material  facts  are 

these :  — 

Daniel  Carroll,  the  defendant,  was,  previous  to  the  establishment 
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of  the  city  of  Washington,  proprietor  of  a  large  tract  of  land,  part 
of  which  lies  within  its  present  limits.  This  part  was  conveyed  to 
trustees,  one  moiety  for  the  use  of  the  public,  and  the  other  moiety 
for  the  use  of  the  said  CarroU 

After  the  place  for  the  seat  of  government  had  been  selected,  and 
the  boundaries  of  the  city  marked  out,  the  legislature  of  Maryland 
authorized  the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  superintend  the 
affairs  thereof,  and  among  other  powers  authorized  them  to  divide 
the  lots  in  the  said  city  between  the  public  and  the  original  proprie- 
tors, and  declared  that  such  divisions,  made  in  a  specified  form  and 
certified  by  them,  should  revest  in  the  original  proprietors  the  legal 
estate  whereof  they  were  formerly  seized,  in  the  lots  and  squares  " 
assigned  to  them  respectively.  The  commissioners  were  also  author- 
ized to  sell  the  lots  retained  for  the  public  use,  and  on  receiving  the 
purchase-money,  to  convey  to  the  purchasers!  On  the  23d  of  Sep- 
tember, 1793,  James  Greenleaf  purchased  from  the  commissioners 
3,000  lots  lying  in  that  part  of  the  city  which  had  been  conveyed  by 
Carroll ;  and  on  the  24th  of  December,  1793,  James  Greenleaf  and 
Robert  Morris  made  from  the  commissioners  an  additional  purchase 
of  3,000  lots.  Neither  the  purchase-money  being  then  paid,  nor  a 
division  made,  the  legal  title  remained  in  the  trustees,  and  was  a 
security  for  the  purchase-money.  These  contracts,  if  execut- 
ed by  conveyances,  would  •have  vested  in  Greenleaf  and  [  *  472  ] 
MoiTifl  all  the  public  lots  which  were  intermingled  with 
those  hereinafter  stated  to  have  been  purchased  by  Greenleaf  and 
CarrolL 

On  the  26th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  1793,  the  said  Daniel 
Carroll  and  James  Greenleaf  entered  into  articles,  whereby  Daniel 
Carroll  covenanted,  in  consideration  of  5L  and  of  the  covenants 
thereinafter  mentioned,  to  convey  to  the  said  Greenleaf  20  lots  of 
ground  in  the  city  of  Washington,  fronting  on  South  Capitol  street, 
in  all  convenient  speed  after  the  lots  in  that  part  of  the  said  street 
should  be  divided  between  the  said  Carroll  and  the  commissioners 
of  the  public  buildings.  The  said  conveyances  to  be  on  condition 
to  be  void  in  case  the  said  Greenleaf  should  not,  within  three  years 
from  this  date,  erect  a  good  brick  house  on  each  lot,  at  least  25  feet 
front,  40  feet  deep,  and  two  stories  high.  And  the  said  Carroll 
further  covenanted,  that  after  the  division,  to  be  made  of  the  land 
lying  between  the  fork  of  the  canal,  between  him  and  the  commis- 
sioners should  be  completed,  he  would  sell  to  the  said  Greenleaf 
every  other  lot  belonging,  after  such  division,  to  the  said  Carroll,  for 
the  consideration  afterwards  mentioned  in  the  said  articles ;  and  would 
lay  out  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase-money,  when  received, 
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in  building  houses  as  near  as  well  might  be  to  those  erected  and 
erecting  by  the  said  Greenleaf ;  and  in  case  of  selling  any  of  his 
property,  he  would  cause  buildings,  to  the  amount  of  the  purchase- 
money,  to  be  erected  thereon.  The  said  Greenleaf  agreed  to  erect, 
on  each  of  the  first*mentioned  20  lots,  one  good  brick  house,  at  least 
S5  feet  front,  40  feet  deep,  and  two  stories  high,  within  three  years 
from  the  date,  and  to  reconvey  any  of  the  said  20  lots  not  built  upon 
within  the  time,  and  pay  lOOL  for  each  of  the  said  lots  not  so  built 
upon  ;  to  pay  30/.  for  each  of  the  other  lots  to  be  purchased ;  to  lay 
out  on  the  last-mentioned  lots  the  sum  of  3,000/.  within  two  years, 
and  the  further  sum  of  3,000/.  within  four  years ;  to  pay  one  half  of 
the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  with  interest  within  two  years, 
and  the  remainder  with  interest,  within  four  years.  Carroll  to  make 
deeds  for  the  last-mentioned  lots  purchased  as  the  money  should  be 
paid.     The  parties  bind  themselves  each  to  the  other  in  the  penal 

sum  of  20,000/. 
[  *  473  ]  *  On  the  8th  June,  1795,  it  was  agreed  between  tiie  same 
parties  to  change  the  contract  so  far  as  that  the  said  Green- 
leaf should  build  twenty  brick  houses  of  such  description  as  he  should 
judge  proper,  provided  they  are  two  stories  high,  and  cover  an  equal 
extent  of  ground  with  the  houses  before  mentioned,  and  of  which  the 
one  moiety  or  ten  houses  shall  be  built  on  the  south  part  of  square 
numbered  651,  and  the  residue  on  the  east  side  of  said  square. 

In  July,  1794,  a  partial  division  was  made  between  Carroll  and 
Greenleaf,  by  which  the  square  No.  651  was  allotted  to  the  latter. 
It  was  on  this  square  that  the  twenty  houses  mentioned  in  the  con- 
tracts between  the  parties  were  intended  to  be  built. 

On  the  13th  of  May,  1796,  James  Greenleaf,  in  pursuance  of  ar- 
ticles made  July  10,  1795,  assigned  his  contract  with  Carroll  to 
Morris  and  Nicholson,  to  whom  he  also  transferred  his  interest  in  a 
large  portion  of  the  lots  purchased  from  the  commissioners.  In  the 
summer  of  1796,  Morris  and  Nicholson  came  to  the  city  of  Washing- 
ton, when  a  division  of  the  lots  was  completed,  which  was  reported  to 
the  commissioners  on  the  14th  of  September,  by  whom  it  was  then  rati- 
fied. Twenty  brick  houses  were  erected  on  the  square  651,  and 
covered  in  by  the  26th  of  September,  1796,  the  time  specified  in  the 
contract.  Some  of  them  were  completed.  In  May,  1797,  Daniel 
Carroll  entered  into  the  square  651,  and  took  possession  of  the  build- 
ings thereon,  which  he  has  held  ever  since,  and  haa  permitted  them 
to  be  greatiy  injured. 

Morris  and  Nicholson  conveyed  their  property  in  the  city,  to  the 
plaintifis,  in  trust  for  certedn  creditors,  by  deed  bearing  date  the  26th 
day  of  June,  1797,  and  became  bankrupts.     This  bill  was  filled  in 
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December,  1804,  claiming  a  specific  performance  of  the  whole  con- 
tract of  September,  1793,  or,  if  the  comt  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  contract  ought  to  be  divided,  the  plaintiffs  pray  for  a  specific  per- 
formance of  that  part  of  it  which  respects  the  twenty  lots,  on  which 
they  say  houses  have  been  erected  in  conformity  with  their  agreement 
They  contend  that  the  non-execution  on  their  part  of  so  much 
of  the  contract  of  September,  1793,  as  remains  to  be  *  per-  [  *  474  ] 
formed,  is  not  to  be  ascribed  to  any  fault  of  theirs,  but  to 
the  failure  of  Carroll  to  convey  the  lots  he  has  stipulated  to  convey. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  is  contended  that  he  could  not  con- 
vey until  a  division  should  be  made  and  sanctioned  by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  that  it  was  as  much  the  duty  of  Greenleaf  as  of  himself 
to  attend  to  the  division.  That  his  great  motive  for  entering  into 
the  contract  was,  by  improving  that  part  of  the  city  in  which  his 
property  lay  to  increase  its  value,  and  to  give  the  town  that  direction. 
That  this,  from  the  failure  of  the  other  contracting  party  to  perform 
his  covenants,  has  become  impossible :  that  the  consideration  on 
-^rhich  he  was  to  convey,  cannot  now  be  received ;  and  that  it  would, 
therefore,  be  iniquitous  to  compel  a  conveyance. 

This  court  is  clearly  of  opinion  that  by  the  contract  of  September, 
1793,  Daniel  Carroll  was  bound  to  convey  to  Greenleaf  the  property 
therein  mentioned,  without  waiting  for  the  execution  of  the  contract 
on  the  part  of  Greenleaf.  Being  so  bound,  he  ought  to  have  taken 
those  steps  which  were  within  his  power,  and  which  were  necessary 
to  be  taken  in  order  to  enable  him  to  perform  his  engagements.  He 
ought,  therefore,  to  have  obtained  from  the  commissioners  that  act 
which  would  revest  in  himself  the  property  to  be  conveyed. 

It  is  true  that  Greenleaf,  having  purchased  the  public  lots,  must 
have  concurred  in  the  division,  and,  had  he  declined  coming  to  one, 
his  default  would  have  excused  Carroll.  But  it  is  not  pretended  that 
he  ever  declined  a  division.  It  is  true  that  his  omitting  to  press  one 
is  a  proof  that,  for  some  time  at  least,  he  was  not  anxious  on  the 
subject;  and  this  diminishes  the  blame  which  might  otherwise  attach 
to  Carroll  for  his  inattention  to  so  material  a  circumstance. 

But  in  July,  1794,  a  division  between  Carroll  and  Greenleaf  of 
several  squares  was  made,  and  the  square  on  which  the  twenty  houses 
were  to  be  erected  was,  among  others,  assigned  to  Greenleaf.  There 
is  no  excuse  for  the  delay  of  Carroll  in  enabling  himself  to 
convey  the  lots  assigned  to  Greenleaf  in  this  division.  He  •al-  [  *  475  ] 
leges  that,  as  the  calculations  of  their  contents  were  inaccur- 
rate,  the  confirmation  of  this  division  by  the  commissioners  was 
necessarily  deferred,  until  this  matter  should  be  adjusted.  But  the 
court  cannot  admit  the  sufficiency  of  this  apology.  Any  inaccuracy 
VOL.  III.  20 
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in  the  calculations  would  be  adjusted  by  allowances  in  the  divisions 
afterwards  to  be  made  of  the  remaining  lots. 

It  appears  that  in  February,  1796,  Robert  Morris  offered  the  fiist 
payment  stipulated  in  the  contract  of  September,  1793,  with  the  inter- 
est which  had  accrued  thereon,  and  demanded  deeds  for  the  twenty 
lots.  In  this  letter,  Morris  consents  that  these  deeds  should  be  ex- 
ecuted as  an  escrow,  to  be  delivered  on  their  fulfilling  that  part  of  the 
contract  by  building  twenty  houses  on  the  said  lots,  and  proposes 
that  separate  deeds  should  be  executed,  that  so  many  might  be  de- 
livered as  Morris  and  Nicholson  should  entitle  themselves  to.  He 
also  demanded  a  conveyance  of  so  many  lots,  as  the  money  offered 
would  pay  for,  and  required  that  Carroll  should  perform  that  part  of 
his  contract  which  required  him  to  lay  out  half  the  money  received 
in  improving  adjacent  lots.  This  is  the  substance  of  Morris's  letter, 
dated  22d  February,  1796,  directed  to  Mr.  Cranch,  the  agent  of  Mo^ 
ris,  which  appears  by  Carroll's  letter,  written  on  the  29th  of  the  same 
month,  to  have  been  laid  before  him,  although  Mr.  Cranch  does  not 
recollect  the  fact  The  conveyances,  however,  were  not  made  nor 
the  money  paid. 

Although  the  covenant  to  convey  is  not  a  condition  precedent  on 
the  performance  of  which  the  covenant  to  build  depends,  yet,  both 
from  the  words  of  the  contract  and  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  it 
was  apparently  the  expectation  of  the  parties  that  the  conveyance 
would  precede  the  building.  Nor  was  the  conveyance  an  immaterial 
circumstance.  In  any  state  of  things  it  was  an  important  part  of  the 
contract,  and  in  the  events  which  have  actually  occtirred,  it  was  so 
important  as  to  render  it  probable  that  the  failure  of  Carroll  in  this 
respect,  has  prevented  the  completion  of  the  twenty  buildings.  Under 
this  view  of  the  case,  had  the  biU  demanding  a  specific  performance, 
been  brought  immediately  after  the  entry  of  Mr.  Carroll  in  May, 
1797,  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  would  certainly  have  been 
[  *  476  ]  *  entitled  to  serious  attention,  and  might  perhaps  have  pre- 
vailed. It  was  not  then  too  late,  by  executing  the  contract, 
to  have  effected  its-  great  object.  But  the  state  of  things  is  now  en- 
tirely altered.  The  effort  to  give  the  city  that  direction  would  now, 
according  to  every  reasonable  calculation,  be  unavailing.  Time,  there- 
fore, in  this  contract  was  essential ;  and  although,  in  consequence  of 
the  failure  of  Carroll  to  convey,  the  court  might  have  relieved  against 
a  forfeiture  so  long  as  an  execution  of  the  contract  could  place  the 
parties  essentially  in  the  situation  in  which  they  would  have  stood 
had  exact  punctuality  been  observed ;  yet  equity  cannot  relieve  where 
it  is  impossible  to  place  the  parties  in  the  same  situation,  and  when 
real  fault  is  imputable  to  the  person  praying  the  aid  of  the  court 
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So  flEir,  then,  as  Morris  and  Nicholson  have  failed  to  execute  the  con- 
tract of  September,  1793,  the  plaintiffi  are  too  late  to  be  entitled  to 
the  aid  of  this  court 

But  it  is  contended  that  Morris  and  Nicholson  have  fully  complied 
wiUi  that  part  of  the  contract  which  respected  building  twenty  houses, 
and  are  therefore  entitled  to  a  conveyance  of  the  twenty  lots.  The 
description  of  the  houses  to  be  built  is  so  indefinite  as  to  be  satisfied, 
it  is  said,  by  running  up  the  brick  walls,  and  putting  on  the  roofs. 

The  court  is  not  of  that  opinion.  On  fair  construction,  the  con- 
tract requires  that  the  houses  should  be  fit  for  the  habitation  of 
families.  No  particular  degree  or  kind  of  finishing  is  prescribed ;  but 
a  building  cannot  be  fairly  denominated  "  a  good  brick  house  "  until 
it  be  rendered  a  comfortable  dwelling,  fit  for  the  reception  of  a  tenant. 
This  was  certainly  contemplated  by  the  parties,  and  a  different  con- 
struction would  tolerate  an  unfair  and  fraudulent  execution  of  the 
agreement 

But,  although  the  twenty  houses  were  not  all  completed,  some  of 
them  were,  and  on  examining  the  contract  it  appears  that  Greenleaf 
and  his  assigns  were  entitled  to  a  lot  for  each  house  they  should  build. 
The  contract,  with  respect  to  the  twenty  lots,  was  not  entire.  It  was 
not  necessary  to  perform  the  whole  contract,  or  to  forfeit  the  whole 
property  —  that  which  was,  as  well  as  that  which  was  not  improved. 
This  will  be  clearly  perceived  on  a  reference  to  the  contract  itself. 

•Carroll  covenants  to  convey  twenty  lots  with  condition [* 477] 
to  be  void,  if  Ghreenleaf  shall  not  within  three  years  erect  a 
good  brick  house  of  stipulated  dimensions  on  each  lot  Greenleaf 
agrees  to  erect  the  houses,  and  covenants  to  reconvey  any  lot  not 
built  upon  within  the  time,  and  to  pay  1002.  for  each  lot  not  so  built 
upon.  This  stipulation  obviously  severs  the  contract  with  respect  to 
each  lot  Only  those  not  built  upon  were  to  be  reconveyed,  and  for 
each  lot  reconveyed  there  was  a  forfeiture  of  lOOL 

So  far  as  the  contract  has  been  executed  by  Greenleaf  or  his 
assigns,  he  and  they  ought  to  be  placed  in  the  same  situation  as  if  it 
had  been  executed  by  Carroll  also.  Had  it  been  executed  by  him, 
the  title  of  Morris  and  Nicholson  to  as  many  lots  as  they  had  erected 
houses  of  the  description  agreed  upon  would  have  been  absolute.  It 
could  not  have  been  defeated  by  their  failure  to  perform  the  residue 
of  the  contract  Carroll  ought  not  to  enable  himself  to  defeat  it  by 
having  broken  his  contract 

The  plaintifisjthen,  ought  to  have  a  conveyance  of  so  many  lots  as 
shall  be  equal'  to  the  number  of  houses  they  have  completed  under 
the  agreement  of  September,  1793 ;  and  as  Carroll's  entry  in  May, 
1797,  was  so  far  tortious,  he  ought  to  be  accountable  for  the  injury 
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sustained  by  the  property,  and  for  rents  and  profits  from  that  time. 
But  as  the  same  contract  binds. Greenleaf  and  his  assigns  to  pay 
100^  for  each  lot  not  improved,  and  as  the  court  does  not  consider 
this  as  a  mere  penalty,  but  as  damages  assessed  by  the  parties  them- 
selves, the  plaintiffii  vrill  not  be  entitled  to  a  conveyance  of  the  lots 
which  were  improved  without  paying  lOOL  with  interest  from  the 
6th  of  May,,  1797,  the  time  when  tiie  contract  was  determined  by 
the  entry  \0f  Carroll,  on  each  unimproved  lot  It  is  at  their  election 
to  obtain  a  specific  perf<»mance  on  these  terms,  or  to  abandon  their 

.  It  is  the  opinion  of  this  court  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court 
ought  to  be  reversed  and  annulled,  and  the  cause  remanded  with 
directions  to  take  an  account  of  rents  and  profits  which  have  been 

or  might  have  been  received  by  the  defendant  on  the  houses 
[  •  478  ]  which  have  *  been  completed  by  Morris  and  Nicholson  on 

the  twenty  lots  in  the  proceedings  mentioned ;  and  also  to 
take  an  account  of  the  money  with  interest  tiiereon,  which  was 
demandable  by  the  defendant  on  each  unimproved  lot ;  and  that  an 
issue,  to  be  tried  either  in  Alexandria  or  Washington,  be  directed  to 
ascertain  what  damages  have  been  sustained  by  the  houses  built  by 
Morris  and  Nicholson  previous  to  the  6th  of  May,  1797,  whether 
finished  or  unfinished,  on  those  lots  which  shall  be  decreed  to  be 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs,  since  the  entry  then  made  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  that  on  receiving  the  balance,  if  any,  which  may  remain 
due  to  the  said  Carroll,  after  deducting  the  rents  and  profits  before 
mentioned,  and  the  damages  aforesaid,  he  be  directed  to  convey  to 
the  plaintifis  a  number  of  standard  lots  which  shall  be  equal  to  the 
number  of  houses  completed  by  the  said  Morris  and  Nicholson  in 
pursuance  of  the  contract  of  September,  1793;  tiie  said  lots  to  be 
those  on  which  the  houses  stand,  which  may  have  been  completed, 
and  if  there  be  more  than  one  house  standing  on  the  same  standard 
lot,  so  that  it  may  be  necessary  to  convey  lots  not  fully  improved  in 
order  to  make  the  quantity  of  ground  equal  to  the  supei£cial  contents 
of  the  standard  lots  to  be  conveyed,  then  such  standard  lots  are  to 
be  laid  off  by  direction  of  the  circuit  court,  in  such  manner  as  may 
be  equitable  and  convenient;  provided  that  the  ground  improved  or 
built  upon  by  Morris  and  Nicholson  under  the  said  contract,  and 
reentered  upon  by  the  defendant  in  May,  1797,  be  appropriated  in 
the  first  instance  as  far  as  the  same  shall  sufiice  or  be  necessary  to 
make  up  the  quantity  of  ground  to  be  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffi,  but 
so  appropriated  that  no  lot  shall  be  divided,  unless  it  be  necessary  to 
convey  part  of  a  lot  in  order  to  make  up  the  full  quantity  of  six 
standard  lots. 

UP.  172;  SH.  134. 
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Mandevillb  t;.  The  Union  Bank  op  Georgetown. 

9  C.  9. 

By  msking  a  note  payable  at  a  bank,  the  maker  waives  his  right  to  offset  a  claim  against 
the  payee,  in  an  action  by  the  bank. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  an  action 
of  debt  upon  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  made  at  Alexandria,  and 
declared  on  its  face  to  be  negotiable  at  the  Union  Bank  of  George- 
town. The  note  was  accordingly  discounted  for  the  payee  by  that 
bank,  and  at  the  trial  the  maker  sought  to  set  off  certain  debts  due 
to  him  from  the  payee. 

*  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  [  *  11  ] 
follows :  — 
It  is  entirely  immaterial  whether  this  question  be  governed  by  the 

20* 
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laws  of  Virginia  or  of  Maryland.  By  neither  of  them  can  the  diBcounts 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  be  allowed. 

By  making  a  note  negotiable  in  bank,  the  maker  authorizes  the 
bank  to  advance  on  his  credit  to  the  owner  of  the  note  the  som 
expressed  on  its  face. 

It  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  bank  to  set  up  offsets  against  this  note 
in  consequence  of  any  transactions  between  the  parties.  These 
olE&ets  are  waived,  and  cannot,  after  the  note  has  been  discounted,  be 
again  set  up. 

The  judgment  is  to  be  affirmed,  with  damages,  at  the  rate  of  six 
per  cent  per  annum. 


Meigs  et  oL  v.  M'Clung's  Lessee. 

9  C.  11. 

f"p.  U  ^      ^  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Cherokee  tribe  of  Indians  concerning  lands,  is 
^    \„  .  /        the  contract  of  both  parties,  and  its  plain  terms  cannot  be  contzolled  by  the  acts  of  one 
3  ^'    ^     •  of  the  agents  of  the  United  Sutes. 

O  (i     C  /^      Error  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
o  d    v^/f^   Bast  Tennessee.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

^f'   ^  '^-^    a  Lee,  for  the  plaintiffi 

rf      ^  S  "*      Jonez,  contrju 

fl 

[  •  16  ]  •  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows:  — 
The  land  for  which  this  ejectment  was  brought,  lies  within  the 
territory  ceded  to  the  United  States  by  the  State  of  North  Carolina, 
and  was  claimed  by  a  patent  anterior  to  that  cession.  At  the  date 
of  the  grant,  the  Indian  title  had  not  been  extinguished.  On  the 
25th  day  of  October,  1805,  a  treaty  was  made  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Cherokee  Indians,  in  which  the  Indians  ceded  to  the 
United  States  "  all  the  land  lying  to  the  north  of  the  following 
boundary  line ;  beginning  at  the  mouth  of  Duck  River,  running  thence 
up  the  main  stream  of  the  same  to  the  junction  of  the  fork,  at  the 
head  of  which  Fort  Nash  stood,  with  the  main  south  fork ;  thence  a 
direct  course  to  a  point  on  the  Tennessee  Biver  bank  opposite  the 
mouth  of  the  Highwassee  Biver.'* 
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*  The  question  on  which  the  cause  has  been  placed  is  [  *  17  ] 
this.     Is  the  land,  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  court 
below,  within  the  ceded  territory  ? 

The  line  mentioned  in  the  treaty  has  been  run,  and  the  land  in, 
controversy  lies  on  the  north  side  of  it,  and  consequently  within  the 
limits  ceded  to  the  United  States ;  but  there  was  a  further  stipulation 
in  the  treaty,  which  the  plaintiffs  in  error  say  comprehends  the  lands 
for  which  Ihis  suit  is  brought. 

After  describing  the  ceded  territory,  the  treaty  proceeds  to  say : 
"And  whereas  from  the  present  cession  made  by  the  Cherokees,  and 
other  circumstances,  the  sites  of  the  garrisons  at  South  West  Point 
and  Tellieo  are  become  not  the  most  convenient  and  suitable  places 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  said  Indians,  it  may  become  expedient 
to  remove  the  said  garrisons  and  factory  to  some  more  suitable 
place,"  three  other  square  miles  are  reserved  for  the  particular  disposal 
of  the  United  States  on  the  north  bank  of  the  Tennessee,  opposite  to 
and  below  the  mouth  of  Highwassee. 

The  ceded  territory  lies  above  the  mouth  of  Highwassee,  as  does 
the  land  in  controversy ;  yet  the  plaintiffs  in  error  contend  that  this 
land  is  within  the  stipulation  for  a  reserve  of  three  square  miles  to 
lie  below  the  mouth  of  Highwassee. 

They  attempt  to  sustain  this  proposition  by  alleging  that  the  word 
"below"  was  inserted  in  the  treaty  by  mistake,  when  the  word 
"  above  "  was  intended. 

This  mistake  ought  certainly  to  be  very  clearly  demonstrated, 
before  the  courts  of  the  United  States  can  found  upon  its  existence 
a  judgment  which  shall  deprive  a  citizen  of  his  property. 

The  argument,  so  far  as  it  is  drawn  from  the  treaty  itself,  rests  on 
the  word  "reserved."  It  is  said  that  the  lands  "reserved  for  the 
particular  disposal  of  the  United  States,"  must  necessarily  be  a  part 
of  the  ceded  territory,  or  the  term  would  not  aptiy  express  the  idea  of 
the  parties. 

*  The  court  cannot  accede  to  this  reasoning.  The  treaty  [  *  18  ] 
is  the  contract  of  both  parties,  each  having  lands.     The 

words  are  the  words  of  both  parties,  and  the  term  might,  without 
any  strained  construction,  be  applied  to  the  lands  of  either.  No 
great  violence  is  done  to  the  known  import  of  the  term  as  used  in 
the  treaty,  if  it  be  considered  as  equivalent  to  the  words  "  set  apart" 
This  construction  is  rendered  necessary  by  the  word  "  other."  "  Three 
other  square  miles,"  that  is,  other  than  those  before  ceded,  are  reserved 
for  the  particular  disposal  of  the  United  States.  The  context,  instead 
of  proving  that  the  word  "below"  was  used  by  mistake  in  the 
treaty,  would  rather  induce  the  court  to  put  that  construction  on  an 
ambiguous  term,  had  one  been  employed. 
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The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  also  rely  on  a  letter  written 
by  the  commissioners  who  negotiated  the  treaty  to  the  secretary  of 
war  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1806.  But,  without  inquiring  into 
the  weight  to  which  such  a  letter  is  entitled  in  such  a  case,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  letter  agrees  with  the  terms  of  the  treaty.  It  says 
that  the  three  square  miles  reserved  for  the  particular  disposal  of  the 
United  States,  were  "  opposite  to  and  below  the  mouth  of  the  High- 
wassee.''  It  is  unnecessary  to  make  a  further  comment  on  this  letter 
than  to  say,  that  there  is  no  expression  in  it  which  appears  to  the 
court  to  countenance,  in  the  slightest  degree,  the  idea  that  the  word 
"  below "  in  the  treaty  was  used  by  mistake  instead  of  the  word 
"  above." 

The  facts,  that  the  agents  of  the  United  States  took  possession  of 
this  land  lying  above  the  mouth  of  the  Highwassee,  erected  expensive 
buildings  thereon,  and  placed  a  garrison  there,  cannot  be  admitted  to 
give  an  explanation  to  the  treaty,  which  would  contradict  its  plain 
words  and  obvious  meaning.  The  land  is  certainly  the  property  of 
the  plaintiiT  below ;  and  the  United  States  cannot  have  intended  to 
deprive  him  of  it  by  violence,  and  without  compensation.  This 
court  is  unanimously  and  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  circuit  conrt 
committed  no  error  in  instructing  the  jury  that  the  Indian  title  was 
extinguished  to  the  land  in  controversy,  and  that  the  plaintiff  below 
might  sustain  his  action. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed^  with  costs. 

5  P.  1  J 18  P.  195. 


[  *19  ]  *  Simms  t;.  Guthrie,  e^  a2. 

9  C.  19. 

W.   ^,^  '■''  Tho  land  law  of  Yirginia,  which  gives  a  right  of  preemplion  to  those  who  had  marked  and 
-p     -^  .     'T     improyed  land  before  the  jear  1778,  refers  that  right  to  the  time  when  the  improTement 
"^  1^,  .^       was  made,  and  to  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  not  to  the  time  when  the  cloiia 
J^ .  for  such  preemption  was  made  before  the  conrt  of  commissioners. 

]  VVA  .^^i^^  ^^  entry  be  made  bj  the  assignee  of  a  preemption  right,  it  will  be  good,  although  the 
y.^j'     y        name  of  the  assignor  be  not  mentioned  in  the  entry,  if  the  entry  refer  to  the  wamint,  and 
^  /      jf  1^  mention  an  improvement,  provided  the  place  be  described  with  .sufficient  certainty  in 

%  .  ^    '^       other  respects. 

A  bill  in  equity  to  enjoin  a  judgment  at  law  is  not  to  be  considered  as  an  original  bill,  and 
therefore  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  conrt  of  limited  jurisdiction  to  make  other  parties,  if  the 
introduction  of  those  parties  should  create  a  doubt  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
A  complainant  in  equity  cannot  obtain  a  decree  for  more  than  he  has  asked  in  his  bill. 
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Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Kentucky,  in  a  suit  in 
equity. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Charles  Simms,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  having  obtained  a  judgment 
in  ejectment  for  certain  lands  lying  in  Kentucky,  in  possession  of  the 
defendants,  for  which  the  said  Simms  held  a  patent  prior  to  that 
under  which  the  defendants  claimed,  a  bill  of  injunction  was  filed  by 
them,  praying  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  convey  to  them  so  much 
of  the  land  in  their  possession  as  was  included  within  his  patent. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that,  in  the  year  1776,  a  company,  of  whom 
John  Ash  was  one,  marked  and  improved  several  parcels  of  land 
lying  on  the  waters  of  Salt  River.  John  Ash  made  an  improvement 
on  the  waters  of  the  Town  Fork  of  Salt  Siver,  soon  after  which 
William  M'CoUom,  another  member  of  the  same  company,  made 
an  improvement  at  a  spring  on  the  same  stream,  about  seven  hundred 
yards  below  him.  Ash  complained  that  M'Collom  had  encroached 
on  his  rights  by  approaching  too  near  him ;  upon  which,  they  agreed 
to  decide  by  lot  who  should  be  entitled  to  both  improvements.  For- 
tune determined  in  favor  of  Ash,  and  M'Collom  relinquished  his 
rights,  and  improved  elsewhere.  Ash  afterwards  amended  both 
improvements,  and  planted  peach-stones  at  that  which  was  made  by 
himself. 

Li  April,  1780,  before  the  court  of  commissioners  appointed  in 
conformity  with  the  act  generally  denominated  the  previous  title  law, 
John  Ash  obtained  a  certificate  in  the  foUovnng  words :  "  John  Ash, 
senr.  claimed  a  preemption  of  1,000  acres  of  land  in  the  district  of 
Kentucky,  on  account  of  marking  and  improving  the  same, 
m  the  year  1776,  lying  on  the  waters  of  the  *  Town  Fork  [  '20  ] 
of  Salt  River,  about  two  miles  nearly  east  from  Joseph  Cox's 
land,  to  include  his  improvement.  Satisfactory  proof  being  made 
to  the  court,  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  said  Ash  has  a  right  to 
preemption  of  1,000  acres  of  land,  to  include  the  above  location,  and 
that  a  certificate  issue  accordingly." 

This  certificate  was  assigned  to  Terrell  and  Eb^wkins,  who,  in 
April,  1781,  made  the  following  entry  thereon  in  the  Surveyor's  office 
of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  lie :  '<  Terrell  and  Hawkins  entered 
1,000  acres,  No.  1,226,  on  the  waters  of  the  Town  Fork  of  Salt  Biver, 
about  two  miles  nearly  east  from  Joseph  Cox's  land,  to  include  his 
improvement"  This  entry  was  surveyed  and  patented,  and  the 
defendants  claim  under  it  The  date  of  this  patent  was  on  the  6th 
of  March,  1786. 

The  entry  of  Charles  Simms  was  made  on  the  13th  of  April,  1780 
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his  survey  on  the  2dth  of  the  same  month,  and  his  patent  issued  on 
the  19th  of  April,  1783. 

The  claim  under  an  improvement  being  of  superior  dignity  to  that 
of  Charles  Simms,  his  title  must  yield  to  that  of  the  defendants  in 
error,  if  theirs  be  free  from  objection. 

The  land  law  of  Virginia,  under  which  all  parties  claim,  requires 
that  locations  shall  be  made  so  specially  and  precisely  that  other  per- 
sons may  be  enabled  with  certainty  to  locate  the  adjacent  residuum. 

The  situation  of  Kentucky,  covered  with  conflicting  titles  to  land, 
has  made  it  necessary  that  this  requisition  of  the  law  should  be 
enforced  with  some  degree  of  rigor,  while  the  ignorance  of  early 
locators,  the  dangers  to  which  they  were  exposed,  and  the  difficulty 
of  describing,  with  absolute  precision,  lands  which  were  held  by  a 
very  slight  improvement  made  on  a  single  spot,  and  which  could  not 
be  immediately  surveyed,  induced  the  courts  of  that  country,  for  the 
purpose  of  preserving  entries  as  far  as  was  consistent  with  law,  to 
frame  certain  general  rules  of  very  extensive  application  to  cases 
which  occurred.  One  was,  that  the  designation  of  any  particular 
spot  of  general  notoriety,  or  such  a  description  of  it  in  rela- 
[  •  21  ]  tion  to  some  place  of  general  notoriety  *  as  would  clearly 
point  it  out  to  subsequent  locators,  would  give  sufficient 
notice  of  the  place  intended  to  be  appropriated,  and  that  a  failure  to 
describe  the  external  figure  of  the  land  should  be  supplied  by  placing 
the  improvement  in  the  centre,  and  dravdng  round  it  a  square  with 
the  lines  to  the  cardinal  points,  which  should  comprehend  the  quan- 
tity claimed  by  the  location. 

The  court  below  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  sufficient  certainty 
in  the  certificate  of  John  Ash,  senr.,  and  in  the  entry  afterwards  made 
with  the  surveyor  by  Terrell  and  Hawkins;  that  the  improvement 
intended  to  be  claimed  by  Ash  W€W  that  which  he  won  of  WPCoUom, 
and  that  the  land  should  be  surveyed  in  a  square  form  with  the  lines 
to  the  cardinal  points,  including  the  improvement  won  of  IVFCoUom 
in  the  centre.  A  survey  having  been  made  in  conformity  with  this 
interlocutory  decree,  the  court  ordered  the  defendant  below  to  convey 
severally  to  the  plaintifis  in  that  court  so  much  of  the  land  claimed 
by  them  as  was  included  in  his  patent     To  this  decree  Charles 

Simms  has  sued  out  a  writ  of  error. 
[  •  23  ]  *  The  first  error  assigned  is  that  the  entry  and  survey  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error  being  prior  to  the  claim  made  by  Ajsb 
before  the  court  of  commissioners,  gave  him  a  leged  right  to  the  land 
so  entered  and  surveyed,  not  to  be  affected  by  the  subsequent  claim 
of  Ash. 

The  words  of  the  act  of  assembly  are :  "  That  aU  those  who, 
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before  the  said  first  day  of  January,  I'^VS,  had  marked  out  or  chosen 
for  themselves  any  waste  or  unappropriated  lands,  and  built  any 
house  or  hut,  or  made  other  improvements  thereon,  shall  also  be 
entitled,  on  the  like  terms,  to  any  quantity  of  land,  to  include  such 
improvement,  not  exceeding  1,000  acres,  and  to  which  no  other  per- 
son hath  any  legal  right  or  claim.'' 

The  court  is  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  words  of  the  law  refer  to 
the  time  when  the  improvement  was  made,  and  to  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  act ;  not  to  the  time  when  the  claim,  founded  on  that 
improvement,  was  made  to  the  court  of  commissioners.  K  the  land, 
when  improved,  was  waste  and  unappropriated,  if,  at  the  passage  of 
the  act,  no  other  person  had  '^  any  legal  right  or  claim  "  to  the  land 
so  improved,  such  right  could  not  be  acquired  until  that  of  the 
improver  should  be  lost. 

The  second  error  is,  that  the  entry  made  by  Terrell  and 
Hawkins  with  the  surveyor  has  no  reference  to  the*  pre-  [  *24  ] 
emption  certificate  of  Ash,  and  is  therefore  not  a  good  and 
valid  entiy  of  Ash's  preemption  right. 

Terrell  and  Hawkins  were  assignees  of  Ash ;  and  this  ought  to 
have  been  expressed  in  the  entry.  Those  words  are  omitted.  In 
consequence  of  their  omission,  it  does  not  appear  whose  improve- 
ment is  to  be  included. 

Upon  this  point  the  court  has  felt  a  good  deal  of  difiSculty.  K  the 
entry  with  the  surveyor  could  be  connected  with  the  certificate  of  the 
commissioners,  this  difficulty  would  be  entirely  removed.  But  the 
court  is  not  satisfied  that,  according  to  the  course  of  decisions  in 
Kentucky,  such  reference  is  allowable. 

The  court,  however,  is  rather  inclined  to  sustain  the  location, 
because  its  terms  are  such  as  to  suggest  to  any  subsequent  locator 
the  nature  of  the  omission  which  had  been  made. 

Terrell  and  Hawkins  enter  1,000  acres  of  land,  <<  to  include  his 
improvement"  It  was  then  a  warrant  founded  on  an  improvement ; 
and  that  improvement  was  made,  not  by  them,  but  by  a  single  per- 
son. Of  that  single  person  Terrell  and  Hawkins  were,  of  course,  the 
assignees.  The  place  was  described  with  such  certainty  as  would 
have  been  sufficient,  had  the  assignment  been  stated.  On  coming  to 
the  place.  Ash's  improvement  would  have  been  found.  The  mistake, 
therefore,  does  not  mislead  subsequent  locators.  It  does  not  point 
to  a  different  place.  They  are  as  well  informed  as  they  would  have 
been  by  the  insertion  of  the  omitted  words.  The  entry,  too,  contains 
a  reference  to  the  warrant  which  the  law  directed  to  be  lodged  with 
the  surveyor,  and  to  remain  there  uritil  it  should  be  returned  with  the 
plat  and  certificate  of  survey  to  the  land-office. 
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3.  It  is  also  objected  that  some  of  the  defendants  in  error  do  not 
show  a  complete  legal  title  nnder  Terrell  and  Hawkins,  for  which 
reason  they  have  not  entitled  themselves  to  a  conveyance  from 
Charles  Sinuns ;  and  that  one  of  them,  John  Meiggs,  has  obtained  a 
decree  for  14Q  acres  of  land,  although  in  the  bill  he  claimed  only  100 

acres. 
[  *  25  ]  *  Regularly,  the  claimants  who  have  only  an  equitaUe  title 
ought  to  make  those  whose  title  they  assert,  as  well  as  the 
person  from  whom  they  claim  a  conveyance,  parties  to  the  suit.  For 
omitting  to  do  so  an  original  bill  might  be  dismissed.  But  this  is  a 
bill  to  enjoin  a  judgment  at  law  rendered  for  the  defendant  in  equity 
against  the  plaintiffs.  The  bill  must  be  brought  in  the  court  of  the 
United  States,  the  judgment  having  been  rendered  in  that  court  Its 
limited  jurisdiction  might  possibly  create  some  doubts  of  the  pro- 
priety of  making  citizens  of  the  same  State  with  the  plaintifi^  parties 
defendants.  In  such  a  case,  the  court  may  dispense  with  parties  who 
would  otherwise  be  required,  and  decree  as  between  those  before  the 
court,  since  its  decree  cannot  affect  those  who  are  not  parties  to  the 
suit. 

It  is  certainly  a  correct  principle  that  the  court  cannot  decree  to 
any  plaintiff,  whatever  he  may  prove,  more  than  he  claims  in  his  bill. 
Nothing  further  is  in  issue  between  the  parties.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  inquire  whether  any  thing  appears  in  this  cause,  which  can  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  availing  himself  of  this  principle;  because  the 
decree  will  be  opened  on  another  point,  in  consequence  of  which  this 
objection  will  probably  be  removed. 

4.  The  fourth  error  is  that  John  Ash  having  two  improvements, 
it  is  uncertain  which  he  claimed  before  the  commissioners,  and 
his  entry  is  on  this  account  void ;  or  if  not  so,  then  his  claim  was 
for  the  improvement  made  by  himself,  and  not  for  that  won  from 
arCoUom. 

It  is  admitted  that  if  the  terms  of  the  entry  are  such  as  to  leave 
Ash  at  liberty  to  select  either  improvement,  it  is  void ;  and  that  if  the 
terms  of  the  entry  confine  him  to  either,  he  must  abide  by  his  original 
election. 

Upon  considering  the  testimony  on  this  point,  the  court  is  of  opin- 
ion that  the  entry  may  be  construed  to  refer  to  one  improvement  in 
exclusion  of  the  other ;  but  that  the  improvement  referred  to  is  the 
one  first  made  by  himself. 

Let  the  several  members  of  this  description  be  examined. 
[  *26   ]      •John  Ash,  senr.,  claimed  1,000  acres  of  land,  &c^  "on 
account  of  marking  and  improving  the  same  in  the  year 
1776." 
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They  were  both  marked  and  improved  in  the  year  1776,  the  one 
by  Ash  himself,  the  other  by  AFCoUom.  The  description  proceeds, 
"  lying  on  the  waters  of  the  Town  Fork  of  Salt  Biver,  about  two 
miles  nearly  east  from  Joseph  Cox's  land." 

Both  improvements  are  on  the  same  watercourse ;  but  that  made 
by  Ash  is  nearer  the  distance,  and  the  course  from  Joseph  Cox's  land, 
mentioned  in  the  certificate,  than  that  made  by  AFCollom. 

K,  then,  it  be  not  absolutely  uncertain  to  which  improvement  refer- 
ence is  made  in  the  certificate,  this  court  is  of  opinion  that  tiie 
improvement  made  by  Ash  himself  is  designated. 

Is  there  any  testimony  in  the  cause  which  can  control  the  meaning 
of  the  terms  of  the  certificate  when  viewed  independent  of  that  testi- 
mony? 

There  is  evidence  that  the  improvement  at  WPCollom's  spring  was 
generally  known  in  the  neighborhood.  But  there  is  no  reason  to 
believe  that  the  improvement  originally  made  by  Ash  himself  was 
not  also  known,  nor  is  there  any  reason  to  believe  that  he  had 
abandoned  it.  On  the  contrary,  he  added  to  it  by  planting  peach- 
stones  after  having  won  that  made  by  AFCoUom. 

It  is  also  in  proof  that,  at  the  court  of  commissioners,  in  April, 
1780,  in  conversation  with  Thomas  Polk,  whom  he  then  designed  to 
call  on  to  prove  his  improvement,  he  said  that  he  intended  to  settie 
at  M'Collom's  spring. 

Supposing  this  to  amount  to  a  declaration  of  his  intent  to  found 
his  claim  to  a  preemption  on  the  improvement  commenced  by  AFCol* 
lom,  and  completed  by  himself,  that  intent  not  appearing  in  the 
certificate  and  entry,  could  not  control  those  documents.  But  the 
court  is  not  of  opinion  that  the  conversation  will  warrant 
this  *  inference.  The  whole  case  shows  that  Ash  retained  [  *  27  ] 
his  daim  to  both  improvements,  and  designed  to  include 
both  in  his  preemption.  They  are  both  included  in  his  survey.  His 
declaration,  therefore,  that  he  meant  to  settle  at  M'CoUom's  spring, 
and  the  subsequent  building  of  a  cabin  at  that  spring,  no  more 
proves  which  improvement  was  the  foundation  of  his  titie  than  if  he 
had  declared  a  design  to  settie  at  any  other  place  on  the  same  tract 
of  land,  and  had  carried  that  intention  afterwards  into  execution  by 
building  at  such  place. 

This  court  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  error  in  so  much  of  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  as  directs  the  survey  of  Ash's  preemption 
to  be  made  on  the  improvement  commenced  by  M'Collom,  which  is 
at  black  A.,  in  the  plat  to  which  the  decree  refers ;  and  that  the  said 
preemption  right  ought  to  be  surveyed  on  the  improvement  originally 
made  by  Ash  himself,  which  is  at  figure  2  in  the  said  plat.     The 
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decree,  therefore,  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  the 
circuit  court,  with  directions  to  conform  their  decree  to  the  opinion 
given  by  this  court 

Swcmn^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Jones^  contriL 

6  W.660;  I  p.  241. 


yy. 


[  •  28  ]       •  Speake  and  others  v.  The  IFnited  States. 

9  C.  28. 

/^  If  a  itatnta  direct  a  bond  to  be  taken  before  a  deanmce  granted,  one  taken  afterwards  is  oot 
/  necessarily  inyalid. 

//'   ^  ^^  .;_  Where  the  law  reqaires  a  bond  in  a  penal  snm,  eqnal  to  doable  the  yalne  of  the  Teasel,  bo& 
'     ,A      parties  are  estopped,  in  the  absence  of  frand,  oppression,  and  circamTention,  from  denying 
r .    '    '    ^       that  the  penal  sam,  inserted  by  mntnal  consent,  was  in  ttucX  donble  that  yalne. 

A  bond  is  not  avoided  by  erasing  the  name  of  one  obligor,  and  inserting  the  name  of 

another  after  delivery,  by  consent  of  all  parties,  proved  by  parol. 
An  erasure,  or  interlineation,  apparent  on  tiie  face  of  a  deed  does  not  avoid  it,  nnless  shown 
to  have  been  made  frandalently,  or  without  the  assent  of  those  afibcted. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  Tbe 
case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Sfwann^  and  C.  Lee^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

JoneSj  contra. 

[  •  34  ]  *  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
lows :  — 

This  is  an  action  of  debt,  brought  upon  a  bond  given  under  lie 
1st  section  of  the  Embargo  Act  of  the  9th  of  January,  1808,  c.  8.^ 
After  oyer  of  the  bond  and  condition,  various  pleas  were  pleaded  by 
the  defendants ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  any  others  than 
those  upon  which  questions  have  been  argued  at  the  bar. 

The  second  separate  plea  of  the  defendant,  Robert  Ober,  and  the 
first  joint  plea  of  all  the  defendants  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the 

^  2  Stats,  at  Large,  463. 
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bond  was  taken  by  the  collector  of  the  customs  at  Georgetown,  by 
color  of  his  office,  and  by  pretence  of  the  act  of  congress 
aforesaid,  *  and  that  the  bond  and  condition  were  not  taken  [  *  35  ] 
pursuant  to  the  act  of  congress,  but  contrary  thereto,  in  this, 
to  wit :  that  the  bond  was  not  sealed  or  delivered  until  after  the 
vessel  in  the  same  condition  mentioned  had  received  a  clearance  in 
due  form,  and  after  she  had  actually  departed  firom  the  port  of  George- 
town,  under  the  clearance,  by  reason  whereof  the  bond  is  void. 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  general  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demur- 
rer ;  on  which  the  court  below  gave  judgment  for  the  United  States. 

It  is  argued  by  the  plaintifis  in  error,  that  the  act  of  congress  of 
the  9th  of  January,  1808,  s.  1,  having  declared  that  no  vessel 
licensed  for  the  coasting  trade  shall  be  allowed  to  depart  from  any 
port  of  the  United  States,  or  shall  receive  a  clearance,  until  the 
owner,  be,  shall  give  bond  to  the  United  States,  in  a  sum  double 
the  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  &c.,  the  time  of  giving  the  bond 
is  of  the  essence  of  the  provision ;  and  that,  if  the  bond  be  not  taken 
until  after  the  clearance  or  departure  of  the  vessel,  it  is  illegal  and 
void. 

We  cannot  yield  assent  to  this  argument  In  our  opinion,  the 
statute,  as  to  the  time  of  taking  the  bond  and  granting  a  clearance, 
is  q^erely  directory  to  the  collector.  It  is  undoubtedly  his  duty  to 
comply  with  the  literal  requirements  of  the  statute.  If  he  neglect 
so  to  do,  it  is  an  irregularity  which  may  subject  him  to  personal 
peril  and  responsibility.  If  the  state  of  facts  has  existed  to  which 
the  statute  provision  is  applicable,  the  authority  to  require  and  the 
duty  to  give  the  bond  attaches ;  and,  by  the  voluntary  consent  of  the 
parties,  it  may  well  be  given  nunc  pro  tunc.  Upon  any  other  con- 
struction, the  owner  of  the  vessel  might  be  involved  in  great  diffi- 
culties. If  the  collector  be  not  authorized  to  receive  the  bond  after 
a  clearance,  neither  is  he  authorized  to  grant  a  clearance  before  he 
has  received  the  bond.  A  clearance,  therefore,  granted  before  such 
bond  should  be  given,  would  be  illegal  and  void ;  and  a  departure 
from  port  under  such  void  clearance,  would  subject  the  owner, 
vessel,  and  cargo,  to  the  forfeiture  inflicted  by  the  3d  section  of 
the  act,  There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  on 
this  plea. 

*  The  second  joint  plea  of  the  defendants  alleges  that  [  *  36  ] 
the  bond  was  not  taken  pursuant  to  the  act  of  congress, 
but  contrary  thereto,  in  this,  that  the  bond  was  taken  in  a  sum  more 
than  double  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  whereby  the  bond 
became  void.  On  demurrer  to  this  plea,  and  joinder  in  demurrer, 
the  court  below  gave  judgment  for  the  United  States ;  and  we  are 
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of  opinion  that  the  judgment  so  given  ought  to  be  affirmed  There 
is  no  allegation  or  pretence  that  the  bond  was  unduly  obtained  by 
the  collector,  colore  officii^  by  fraud,  oppression,  or  circumvention.  It 
must,  therefore,  be  taken  to  have  been  a  voluntary  bond  fide  bond.  The 
value  was  a  matter  of  uncertainty,  and  the  ascertaining  of  that  value 
was  the  joint  act  and  duty  of  both  parties.  When  once  that  value 
was  ascertained  and  agreed  to  by  the  parties,  and  a  bond  executed 
in  conformity  to  such  agreement,  the  parties  were  estopped  to  deny 
that  it  was  not  the  true  value.  If  an  issue  had  been  taken  upon  the 
fact,  the  evidence  on  the  face  of  the  bond  would  have  been  condn- 
sive  to  the  jury ;  and  if  so,  it  is  not  less  conclusive  upon  demurrer. 
It  would  be  dangerous  iuithe  extreme  to  admit  the  parties  to  avoid 
a  sealed  instrument  by  averring  that  there  was  an  error  in  the  valaei 
by  an  innocent  mistake,  or  by  accident,  or  by  circumstances  against 
which  no  human  foresight  could  guard*  A  mbtake  of  one  dollar 
would  be  as  fatal  as  of  ten  thousand  dollars.  Suppose  the  double 
value  were  underrated,  could  the  United  States  avoid  the  bond,  and 
thereby  subject  the  party  to  the  penalties  of  the  3d  section  ?  Where 
the  law  provides  that  the  penal  sum  of  a  bond  shall  be  equal  to  the 
double  value,  and  the  parties  voluntarily  and  without  firaud  assent  to 
the  insertion  of  a  given  sum,  it  is  as  much  an  estoppel  as  if  the  bond 
had  specially  recited  that  such  sum  was  the  double  value.  ^ 

The  third  joint  plea  in  substance  alleges  that  after  the  execution 
of  the  bond,  and  after  the  clearance  and  departure  of  ihe  vessel  and 
cargo,  the  bond  was,  by  the  authority,  consent,  and  direction  of  the 
collector,  materially  altered  and  changed,  in  this,  that  the  name  of 
Ebenezer  EUason  was  cancelled  and  erased  from  the  bond,  and  the 
name,  signature,  and  seal  of  the  defendant,  Robert  Ober,  substituted 

and  inserted  therein,  without  the  license,  consent,  or  author- 
[  *  37  ]  ity  of  the  defendant,  *  Robert  Beverly,  whereby  the  bond 

became  of  no  force.  To  this  plea  the  United  States  replied 
that  the  bond  was  so  altered  and  changed  with  the  assent  and  by 
the  concurrent  license,  direction,  and  authority  of  all  the  defendants, 
and  of  the  said  Ebenezer  Eliason,  and  not  without  the  license,  con- 
sent, and  authority  of  the  defendants,  and  prayed  that  the  same 
might  be  inquired  of  by  the  country.  To  this  replication  thpre  was 
a  general  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer,  on  which  the  court 
below  gave  judgment  for  the  United  States ;  and  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  judgment  was  right.  It  is  dear,  at  the  common  law,  that 
an  alteration  or  addition  in  a  deed,  as  by  adding  a  new  obligor,  or  an 
erasure  in  a  deed,  as  by  striking  out  an  old  obligor,  if  done  with  the 
consent  and  concurrence  of  all  the  parties  to  the  deed,  does  not  avoid 
it.     And  this  principle  equally  applies  whether  the  alteration  or 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1815.  245 

Speake  v.  United  States.    9  C. 

erastore  be  made  in  ptursaance  of  an  agreement  and  consent  prior  or 
snbaequent  to  the  execution  of  the  deed ;  and  the  cases  in  the  books 
in  which  erasnres,  interlineations,  and  alterations  in  deeds  have  been 
held  to  avoid  them,  will  be  found,  on  examination,  to  have  been 
cases  in  which  no  such  consent  had  been  given. 

It  has  been  objected  that  this  principle  of  letting  in  parol  evidence 
to  prove  alterations  in  a  deed  to  be  made  by  consent,  exposes  to  all 
the  mischiefs  against  which  the  statute  of  frauds  was  intended  to 
guard  the  public.  K  this  objection  were  valid,  it  would  equally 
apply  to  such  alterations  when  made  before  the  execution  of  the 
deed ;  for  if  not  taken  notice  of  by  a  memorandum  on  the  deed 
itself  they  must  be  proved  in  the  same  manner.  But  it  is  to  be 
considered  that  the  parol  evidence  is  not  admitted  to  explain  or 
contradict  the  terms  of  the  written  contract,  but  only  to  ascertain 
what  those  written  terms  are.  On  non  estfactumj  the  present  validity 
of  the  deed  or  contract  is  in  issue ;  and  every  circumstance  that  goes 
to  show  that  it  is  not  the  deed  or  contract  of  the  party,  is  proveable 
by  parol  evidence.  It  is  of  necessity,  therefore,  that  the  other  party 
should  support  it  by  the  same  evidence.  The  fact,  that  there  is  an 
erasure  or  interlineation  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  does  not, 
of  itself  avoid  it.  To  produce  this  effect,  it  must  be  shown  to  have 
been  made  under  circumstances  that  the  law  does  not  war- 
rant Parol  evidence  *  is  let  in  for  this  purpose ;  and  the  [  *  38  ] 
mischief^  if  any,  would  equally  press  on  both  sides.  The 
principle,  however,  which  has  been  already  stated,  is  too  firmly  fixed 
to  be  shaken  by  any  reasoning  ab  inconvenienti. 

The  decision  upon  the  third  joint  plea  renders  it  unnecessary  to 
examine  the  bill  of  exceptions  taken  at  the  trial  on  the  issue  of  non 
eHfacium*  That  bill  presents  the  same  point  as  the  third  joint 
plea,  with  this  difference  only,  that  the  alteration  in  the  deed  by  the 
addition  of  a  new  obligor  was,  in  fact,  made  in  pursuance  of  an 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties  prior  to  the  original 
execution  of  the  deed. 

On  the  whole,  the  majority  of  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

Livingston,  J.  In  dissenting  from  the  court  in  its  judgment  on 
the  issue  of  law  arising  out'  of  the  third  joint  plea,  I  can  only  say, 
that  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  that  every  alteration  whatever  in  a 
deed,  after  its  execution,  for  such  is  the  extent  of  the  opinion  just 
given,  may  be  proved  by  parol  testimony.  After  perfecting  a  deed 
in  one  form,  no  material  alteration  should  be  set  up  unaccompanied 
by  a  new  delivery,  and  a  note  or  memorandum  thereof ;  6therwise,  a 

21* 
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bond,  which  is  proved  by  a  subscribing  witness  to  have  been  actaally 
given  for  only  one  hundred  dollars,  may  be  converted  into  one  for  as 
many  thousand,  if  the  obligee  can  only  produce  a  witness  who  will 
say  that  he  understood  the  obligor  as  assenting  to  it.  The  only  case 
which  I  have  been  able  to  find  of  those  cited*  such  is  the  difficulty 
of  procuring  books  in  this  place,  is  the  one  in  Levinz,  p.  11,  35, 
which  establishes  that  after  the  delivery  of  a  bond,  a  new  obligor 
may  be  added  in  this  way ;  not  that  the  name  of  one  may  be  stru<^ 
out,  and  another  substituted  in  his  place.  Without  denying  the 
authority  of  the  case,  my  answer  to  it  is,  that  such  addition  might 
be  of  benefit,  but  could  not  injure  the  first  set  of  obligors ;  and 
therefore  the  court  might  feel  less  difficulty  in  admitting  such  fact 
to  be  proved.  It  is,  therefore,  no  interference  with  this  dedsion, 
to  say,  that  no  change  whatever  in  a  sealed  instrument,  after  its 
execution,  which  may  increase  the  liability,  or  be,  in  any  way  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  party  whose  deed  it  is,  (and  such 
[  *  39  ]  *  is  the  case  here,)  should  be  palmed  on  him  by  parol  testi- 
mony ;  .and  so,  vice  versdj  that  no  alteration  which  may  be, 
in  any  way,  injurious  to  the  grantee  or  obligee,  should  be  set  up 
by  the  other  party ;  but  that  the  terms  in  which  the  deed  is  originally 
executed  should  alone  be  binding,  until  alterations  are  introduced 
into  it  by  the  same  solemnities  which  gave  existence  to  the  first. 
Such,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  salutary  rule  of  the  common  law ;  and, 
therefore,  I  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  ought  to  be 
reversed. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  was  rather  inclined  to  think  that  the  plea  was 
good,  which  stated  that  the  bond  was  given  for  more  than  double  the 
value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo.  If  the  bond  was  given  for  more  than 
double  that  value,  he  thought  it  was  void  in  law. 

He  should  not,  however,  have  intimated  his  opinion  on  this  point  if 
a  dissenting  opinion  had  not  been  given  on  another  point  in  the  cause, 
and  his  silence  might  have  been  construed  into  an  assent  to  the  entire 
opinion  of  the  court  as  it  had  been  delivered 

9  W.  680;  5  H.  233. 
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Taber  V.  Perrott  and  Lee. 

9  c.  39. 

A  being  sole  owner  of  a  bill  of  exchange  iodonet  it  in  blank,  and  delivers  it  to  B  to  deliver 
to  C  for  collection,  and  when  collected  to  place  the  amount  to  the  credit  of  A  and  B,  in 
account.  C  collects  the  smonnt,  bnt  refoses  to  place  it  to  the  credit  of  A  and  B,  who  settle 
their  account  with  C  and  pay  him  the  balance. 

A  afterwards  sues  C  for  the  amount  received  upon  the  bills,  B  is  a  competent  witness  for  A* 

Error  to  the  dictdt  court  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island.  The 
case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

•  P.  JB.  Key  J  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  [  *  41  ] 

Smtefj  for  the  defendants. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

This  suit  was  brought  bj  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States,'  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island,  to  recover  from 
the  defendants  the  amount  of  certain  bills  drawn  by  General  Le  Clerk, 
on  the  government  of  France. 

The  declaration  contains  several  counts,  some  special,  stating 
agreements  between  the  parties  for  the  payment  of  the  bills ;  others 
general,  among  which  is  a  count  for  money  had  and  received  by  the 
defendants,  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs. 

It  appeared,  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiffs  and  John  L.  Boss,  were 
concerned  in  certain  commercial  speculations,  in  the  prosecution  of 
which  John  L.  Boss  sailed,  in  1802  and  1803,  to  Bordeaux,  in  The 
Polly,  with  cargoes  in  which  they  were  jointly  interested.  On  the 
first  voyage.  Boss  carried  with  him  the  bills  of  exchange,  for  the 
amount  of  which  this  suit  was  brought,  indorsed  in  blank  by 
the  plaintiff,  Gardner,  which  he  delivered  to  *the  defendants  [  *42  ] 
for  collection.  The  amount,  when  collected,  was  to  be 
placed  to  the  credit  of  the  return  cargo  of  The  Polly,  in  which  the 
plaintiffs  and  John  L.  Boss  were  jointly  concerned.  The  account 
was  settled  without  giving  credit  for  the  amount  of  these  bills ; 
and  Taber,  Gardner,  and  Boss  have  been  compelled  to  pay  the 
balance  acknowledged  to  be  due.  This  action  was  brought  to  charge 
the  defendants  with  the  bills,  alleging  that  then:  amount  has  been 
received. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintifis  offered  Boss  as  a  witness,  for  the  purpose 
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of  proving  the  liability  of  the  defendants  for  the  amonnt  of  the  bills. 
He  swore  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  cause  nor  in  the  bills ;  but 
his  testimony  was  objected  to  by  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  of  his 
being  interested ;  and  the  court  was  moved  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
the  action  could  not  be  sustained,  because  Boss  was  not  a  party 
plaintiff  in  the  declaration.  This  direction  was  given  by  the  court, 
and  excepted  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintLSs.  A  verdict  and  judg- 
ment were  rendered  for  the  defendants,  which  are  brought  into  this 
court  by  writ  of  error. 

The  defendants  in  error  contend,  that  the  bills  of  exchange  were 
part  of  the  cargo  of  The  Polly,  and  consequently  the  joint  property 
of  the  owners  of  that  cargo.  But  of  this  there  is  no  other  evidence 
than  that  Boss  was  the  bearer  of  those  bills  indorsed  in  blank,  and 
that  their  proceeds,  if  received,  were  to  be  placed  to  the  account  of 
the  return  cargo.  This  might  very  well  be,  and  yet  Taber  and  Grard- 
ner  remain  the  sole  owners  of  the  bills.  Their  amount,  if  received, 
might  be  credited  to  all  the  partners  in  their  account  with  Perrott 
and  Lee,  and  then  be  credited  to  Taber  and  Gardner,  in  settling  the 
accounts  of  the  partnership.  Boss  then  would  have  no  interest  in 
the  bills,  unless  they  should  be  collected  and  carried  to  the  credit  of 
the  return  cargo.  That  account  having  been  settled  without  including 
this  item,  it  is  not  necessarily  implied,  firom  the  facts  in  the  case,  tiiat 
Boss  was  interested ;  and  he  swears  iliat  he  was  not.  This  court  is 
of  opinion  that  the  circuit  court  erred  in  directing  the  testimony 
of  Boss  to  be  disregarded ;  and  also  in  directing  the  jury  to  find  for 
the  defendants  because  he  was  not  made  a  party  plaintiff  in  the 

suit 
[  •  43  ]      •  Several  other  opinions  were  given  by  the  judge,  to  which 
exceptions  were  taken ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  review  them, 
as  they  depended  on  the  opinion  that  Boss  was  interested  in  the 
bills  for  which  the  action  was  brought. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  sent  back  for  a  new 
trial 
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Terrett  and  others  i;.  Taylor  and  others. 

9  C.  43. 

The  religions  esUblbhment  of  England  was  adopted  by  the  colonj  of  Virginia,  together //(/^  c 
with  the  common  law  npon  that  subject,  as  far  as  it  was  applicable  to  the  circnmstances  /^i^'  ^ 
^of  the  colony.  yK/ ^ 


The  freehold  of  the  church  lands  is  in  the  parson. 
A  legislatire  grant  is  not  reyocable. 


j^i'//: 


The  act  of  Virginia  of  1776,  confirming  to  the  chnrch  its  rights  to  lands,  was  not  inconsistent/^-  4^ ' 
with  the  constitution  or  bill  of  rights  of  Virginia;  nor  did  the  acts  of  1784,  c.  88,  and/^^f  ..  )  -^ 
1785,  c.  37,  infringe  any  of  the  rights  intended  to  be  secured  under  the  constitution,  either  Of^  ^ 
dril,  political,  or  religious.  ^^ , 

The  acts  of  1798,  c.  9,  and  1801,  c  5,  so  far  as  they  go  to  divest  the  Episcopal  church  of  ^^'  '^ 
the  property  acquired  previous  to  the  Revolution,  by  purchase  or  donation,  are  unconstituV  ^r-     ^       Z' 
tional,  and  inoperative.  ^T-  ^    '  7 

The  act  of  1798,  c.  9,  merely  repeals  the  statutes  passed  respecting  the  church  since  the  ^^p  /   >  [^ 
Revolntiou  *,  sod  left  in  full  operation  all  the  statutes  previously  enacted,  so  &r  as  they  are       '     ^  , 
not  inconsistent  with  the  present  constitution.  ^^'        ^  ^ 

Church-wardens  are  not  a  corporation  for  holding  lands.  //T.^^^  " ' 

Church  lands  cannot  be  sold  without  the  joint  consent  of  the  parson  (if  there  be  one)  t^d/j'p  ^''"^^ 
thevestry.  ^^    .  ■,  ^ 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  sitting  ^  //  ^     > 
in  the  county  of  Alexandria.  /o  H o  ^^  C 

Taylor  and  others,  "  members  of  the  vestry  of  the  Protestant  Epis-/^  V  J  S  / 
copal  church,  conunonly  called  the  Episcopal  church  of  Alexandria,/ ^^'^  '/^ 
in  the  parish  of  Fairfax,  in  the  county  of  Alexandria,  and  District  of  ^  ^^   '';^' 
Columbia,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  others,  members  of  the  said/^^"^      ^■ 
church,  and  of  the  congregation  belonging  to  the  said  church,"  filed/^^"^; 
their  bill  in  chancery  against  Terrett  and  others,  who  were  overseers^^^ 
of  the  poor  for  the  county  of  FairfsuL,  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  and 
against  Greorge  Deneale  and  John  Muncaster,  wardens  of  the  said 
church,  and  against  James  Wren. 

The  bill  charges  that  on  the  27th  of  May,  1770,  the  vestry  of  the  said 
parish  and  church,  to  whom  the  complainants,  together  with  the  de- 
fendants, George  Deneale  and  John  Muncaster,  are  the  legal  and 
regular  successors  in  the  said  vestry,  purchased  of  a  certain  Daniel 
Jennings  a  tract  of  land  then  situate  in  the  county  of  Fairfax  and 
State  of  Virginia,  but  now  in  the  county  of  Alexandria,  in  the  Dis* 
trict  of  Columbia,  containing  516  acres,  which  the  said  Jennings  and 
his  wife,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  on  the  18th  of  September,  1770, 
by  the  direction  of  the  then  vestry,  conveyed  to  a  certain  Townsend 
Dade,  since  deceased,  and  the  said  James  Wren,  both  then 
of  the  county  of  Fairfax,  and  *  the  church-wardens  of  the  [  *  44  ] 
8ai(l  parish  and  church  for  the  time  being,  and  to  their  sue- 
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cessors  in  office,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  church  in  the  said 
parish.  That,  in  the  year  1784,  the  legislature  of  Virginia  passed 
an  act,  entitled  '^  an  act  for  incorporating  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
church ;"  by  the  third  section  of  which,  power  is  given  to  the  minis- 
ters and  vestry  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  church  to  demise,  alien, 
improve  and  lease  any  lands  belonging  to  the  church.  That  the 
act  of  1786,  entitled  ^  an  act  to  repeal  the  act  for  incorporating  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  church,  and  for  other  purposes,"  declares  that 
the  act  of  1784  shall  be  repealed,  but  saves  to  all  religious  societies 
the  property  to  them  respectively  belonging,  and  authorises  them  to 
appoint,  from  time  to  time,  according  to  the  rules  of  their  sect,  trus* 
tees  who  shall  be  capable  of  managing  and  applying  such  property 
to  the  religious  use  of  such  societies.  That  under  this  last  law  the 
complainants  conceive  they  have  the  power  of  requiring  the  church- 
wardens  of  their  church,  who  are  the  trustees  appointed  by  the  vestry, 
under  the  direction  of  the  vestry  contemplated  by  the  last-mentioned 
act,  to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  said  land,  and  to  apply  the 
proceeds  of  the  same  to  the  religious  use  of  the  society  or  congrega- 
tion belonging  to  the  said  church,  in  such  manner  as  the  vestry,  for 
the  time  being,  shall  direct.  That  the  complainants  have  been, 
according  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  said  society,  appointed 
by  the  congregation,  vestrymen,  and  trustees  of  the  said  church,  and 
have  appointed  the  defendants,  Deneale  and  Muncaster,  church-war- 
dens of  the  said  church.  That  some  of  the  present  congregation  of 
the  church  were  originally  members  of  the  church  when  the  church 
was  built,  and  when  the  land  was  purchased,  and  contributed  to 
the  purchase  thereof.  That  some  of  them  reside  in  the  county  of 
Fairfax,  and  State  of  Virginia,  but  have  pews  in  the  church,  and 
contribute  to  the  support  of  the  minister.  That  the  lands  are  wast- 
ing by  trespasses,  &c.  That  the  complainants;  as  well  as  the  con- 
gregation, wish  to  sell  the  lands  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the 
use  of  the  church ;  but  are  opposed  in  their  wishes  by  the  defend- 
ants, Terrett  and  others,  who  are  overseers  of  the  poor  for  the 

county  of  Fairfax,  and  who  claim  the  land  under  the  act  of 
[  ^45  ]  Virginia  of  the  12th  of  January,  1802,  authorizing   'the 

sale  of  certain  glebe  lands  in  Virginia,  which  was  not 
passed  until  after  the  District  of  Columbia  was  separated  from  the 
State  of  Virginia ;  in  consequence  of  which  claim  they  are  unable 
to  sell  the  lands,  &c.,  wherefore  they  pray  that  the  defendants, 
Terrett  and  others,  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  may  be  perpetually 
enjoined  from  claiming  the  land,  that  their  title  may  be  quieted,  and 
that  the  defendants,  Deneale,  Muncaster;  and  Wren,  may  be  decreed 
to  sell  and  convey  the  land,  &c. 
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The  bill  was  regularly  taken  for  confessed  against  all  the  defend- 
ants. The  conrt  below  decreed  a  sale,  &c,  according  to  the  prayer 
of  the  bill. 

The  defendants,  Terrett  and  others,  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  ap- 
pealed. 

Jimes^  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

K  J.  Lee^  and  Swcmn^  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

The  defendants  not  having  answered  to  the  bill  in  the  court  below, 
it  has  been  taken  pro  confesso^  and  the  cause  is  therefore  to  be  decided 
upon  the  title  and  equity  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  bill. 

If  the  plaintiffs  have  shown  a  sufficient  title  to  the  trust  prop- 
erty in  the  present  bill,  we  have  no  difficulty  in  holding  that 
they  are  entitied  to  the  equitable  relief  prayed  for.  It  wiU  be  but 
the  case  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  enforcing  against  their  trustees  the 
rights  of  ownership  under  circumstances  in  which  the  objects  of  the 
trust  would  be  otherwise  defeated.  Aiid  in  our  judgment  it  would 
make  no  difference  whether  the  Episcopal  church  were  a  voluntary 
society,  or  clothed  with  corporate  powers ;  for  in  equity,  as 
to  objects  which  the  •laws  cannot  but  recognize  as  useful  [  *  46  ] 
and  meritorious,  the  same  reason  would  exist  for  relief  in 
the  one  case  as  in  the  other.  Other  considerations  arising  in  this 
case,  material  to  the  titie  on  which  relief  must  be  founded,  render 
an  inquiry  into  the  character  and  powers  of  the  Episcopal  church, 
indispensable. 

At  a  very  early  period,  the  religious  establishment  of  England 
seems  to  have  been  adopted  in  the  colony  of  Virginia;  and,  of 
course,  the  common  law  upon  that  subject,  so  far  as  it  was  applica- 
ble to  the  circumstances  of  that  colony.  The  local  division  into 
parishes,  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  can  be  very  early  traced ;  and  the 
subsequent  laws  enacted  for  religious  purposes  evidently  presuppose 
the  existence  of  the  Episcopal  church  with  its  general  rights  and 
authorities  growing  out  of  the  common  law.  What  those  rights  and 
authorities  are,  need  not  be  minutely  stated.  It  is  sufficient  that, 
among  other  things,  the  church  was  capable  of  receiving  endow- 
ments of  land,  and  that  the  minister  of  the  parish  was,  during  his 
incumbency,  seized  of  the  freehold  of  its  inheritable  property,  as 
emphatically  persona  ecclesice^  and  capable,  as  a  sole  corporation,  of 
transmitting  that  inheritance  to  his  successors.  The  church-wardens 
also,  were  a  corporate  body  clothed  with  authority  and  guardianship 
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over  the  repairs  of  the  church  and  its  personal  property ;  and  the 
other  temporal  concerns  of  the  parish  were  submitted  to  a  vestry 
composed  of  persons  selected  for  that  purpose.  In  order  more  effect- 
ually to  cherish  and  support  religious  institutions,  and  to  define  the 
authorities  and  rights  of  the  Episcopal  officers,  the  legislature,  firom 
time  to  time  enacted  laws  on  this  subject.  By  the  statutes  of  1661, 
c.  1,  2,  3, 10,  and  1667,  c  3,  provision  was  made  for  the  erection  and 
repairs  of  churches  and  chapels  of  ease ;  for  the  laying  out  of  glebes 
and  church  lands,  and  the  building  of  a  dwelling-house  for  the 
minister ;  for  the  making  of  assessments  and  taxes  for  these  and 
other  parochial  purposes ;  for  the  appointment  of  church-wardens  to 
keep  the  church  in  repair,  and  to  provide  books,  ornaments,  &c. ; 
and,  lastly,  for  the  election  of  a  vestry  of  twelve  persons  by  the 
parishioners,  whose  duty  it  was,  by  these  and  subsequent  statutes, 
among  other  things,  to  make  and  proportion  levies  and  assessments, 
and  to  purchase  glebes  and  erect  dwelling-houses  for  the 
[  •  47  ]  •ministers  in  each  respective  parish.  See  statute  1696, 
c.  11 ;  1727,  c.  6;  and  1748,  c.  28  — 2,  Tucker's  Blacksi 
Com.  Appx.  note  (m). 

By  the  operation  of  these  statutes  and  the  conmion  law,  the  lands 
thus  purchased  became  vested,  either  directly  or  beneficially,  in  the 
Episcopal  church.  The  minister,  for  the  time  being,  was  seized  of 
the  freehold,  in  law  or  in  equity,  jWe  ecclesiiSj  and,  during  a  vacancy, 
the  fee  remained  in  abeyance,  and  the  profits  of  the  parsonage  were 
to  be  taken  by  the  parish  for  their  own  use.  Co.  Lit.  340,  b ;  341, 
342,  b ;  2  Mass.  R.  500. 

Such  were  some  of  the  rights  and  powers  of  the  Episcopal  church 
at  the  time  of  the  American  Revolution ;  and  under  the  authority 
thereof  the  purchase  of  the  lands  stated  in  the  bill  before  the  court, 
was  undoubtedly  made.  And  the  property  so  acquired  by  the  church 
remained  unimpaired,  notwithstanding  the  Revolution;  for  the  statute 
of  1776,  c.  2,  completely  confirmed  and  established  the  rights  of  the 
church  to  all  its  lands  and  other  property. 

The  stat  1784,  c.  88,  proceeded  yet  further.  It  expressly  made 
the  minister  and  vestry,  and,  in  case  of  a  vacancy,  the  vestry  of  each 
parish  respectively,  and  their  successors  forever,  a  corporation  by  the 
name  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  church  in  the  parish  where  they 
respectively  resided,  to  have,  hold,  use,  and  enjoy  all  the  glebes, 
churches,  and  chapels,  burying-grounds,  books,  plate,  and  ornaments 
appropriated  to  the  use  of,  and  every  other  thing  the  property  of  the 
late  Episcopal  church,  to  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  corporation. 
The  same  statute  also  provided  for  the  choice  of  new  vestries,  and 
repealed  aJl  former  laws  relating  to  vestries  and  church-wardens,  and 
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to  the  support  of  the  clergy,  &;c.,  and  dissolved  all  former  vestries ; 
and  gave  the  corporation  extensive  powers  as  to  the  purchasing, 
holding,  aliening^  repairing,  and  regulating  the  church  property.  This 
statute  was  repealed  by  ttie  statute  of  1786,  c  12,  with  a  proviso 
saving  to  all  religious  societies  the  property  to  them  respectively 
belonging,  and  authorizing  them .  to  appoint,  from  time  to  time, 
according  to  the  rules  of  their  sect,  trustees  who  should  be  capable 
of  managing  and' applying  such  property  to  the  religious 
•use  of  such  societies;  and  the  statute  of  1788,  c.  47,  [  *  48  ] 
declared  that  the  trustees  appointed  in  the  several  parishes 
to  take  care  of  and  manage  the  property  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
church,  and  their  successors,  should,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  be 
considered  as  the  successors  to  the  former  vestries,  with  the  same 
powers  of  holding  and  managing  all  the  property,  formerly  vested  in 
them.  All  these  statutes,  from  that  of  1776,  c.  2,  to  that  of  1788, 
c  47,  and  several  others,  were  repealed  by  the  statute  of  1798,  c.  9, 
as  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  the  constitution  and  of  religious 
fireedom ;  and  by  the  statute  of  1801,  c.  5,  (which  was  passed  after 
the  District  of  Columbia  was  finally  separated  from  the  States  of 
Maryland  and  Virginia,)  the  legislature  asserted  their  right  to  all  the 
property  of  the  Episcopal  churches  in  the  respective  parishes  of  the 
State ;  and,  among  other  things,  directed  and  authorized  the  over- 
seers  of  the  poor,  and  their  successors  in  each  parish  wherein  any 
glebe  land  was  vacant  or  should  become  so,  to  sell  the  same  and 
appropriate  the  proceeds  to  the  use  of  the  poor  of  the  parish. 

It  is  under  this  last  statute  that  the  bill  charges  the  defendants, 
(who  are  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Fairfsuc,)  with 
claiming  a  title  to  dispose  of  the  land  in  controversy. 

This  summary  view  of  so  much  of  the  Virginia  statutes  as  bears 
directiy  on  the  subject  in  controversy,  presents  not  only  a  most  extra- 
ordinary diversity  of  opinion  in  the  legislature,  as  to  the  nature  and 
propriety  of  aid  in  the  temporal  concerns  of  religion,  but  the  more 
embarrassing  considerations  of  the  constitutional  character  and  effi- 
cacy of  those  laws,  touching  the  rights  and  property  of  the  Episcopal 
church. 

It  is  conceded  on  all  sides  that,  at  the  Revolution,  the  Episcopal 
church  no  longer  retained  its  character  as  an  exclusive  religious 
establishment  And  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was  competent 
to  the  people  and  to  the  legislature  to  deprive  it  of  its  superiority 
over  other  religious  sects,  and  to  withhold  from  it  any  support  by 
public  taxation.  But,  although  it  may  be  true  that  ^  religion  can  be 
directed  only  by  reason  and  conviction,  not  by  force  or 
violence,"  and  that  "all  men  are  equally  •entitied  to  the  [  *  49  ] 
VOL.  III.  22 
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free  exerdBe  of  leligion,  according  to  the  dictates  of  conscience/'  as 
the  bill  of  rights  of  Virginia  declares,  yet  it  is  'difficult  to  perceive 
how  it  follows,  as  a  consequence,  that  the  legislatore  may  not  enact 
laws  more  effectually  to  enable  all  sec^  to  accompUsh  the  great 
objects  of  religion,  by  giving  them  corporate  rights  for  the  manage- 
ment of  their  property,  and  the  regulation  of  their  temporal  as  well 
as  spiritual  concerns.  '  Consistent  with  the  constitution  of  Virginia 
the  legislature  could  not  create  or  cqntinue  a  religious  establishment 
which  should  have  exclusive  rights  and  prerogatives,  or  compel  the 
citizens  to  worship  under  a  stipulated  form  or  discipline,  or  to  pay 
taxes  to  those  whose  creed  they  could  not  conscientiously  believe. 
But  the  firee  exercise  of  religion  cannot  be  justiy  deemed  to  be 
restrained  by  aiding  with  equal  attention  the  votaries  of  every  sect 
to  perform  their  own  religious  duties,  or  by  establishing  funds  for  the 
support  of  ministers,  for  public  charities,  for  the  endowment  of 
churches,  or  for  the  sepulture  of  the  dead.  And  that  these  purposes 
could  be  better  secured  and  cherished  by  corporate  powers,  cannot 
be  doubted  by  any  person  who  has  attended  to  the  difficulties  which 
surround  all  voluntary  associations.  While,  therefore,  the  legislature 
might  exempt  the  citizens  from  a  compulsive  attendance  and  pay- 
ment of  taxes  in  support  of  any  particular  sect,  it  is  not  perceived 
that  either  public  or  constitutional  principles  required  the  abolition 
of  all  religious  corporations. 

Be,  however,  the  general  authority  of  the  legislature  as  to  the 
subject  of  religion,  as  it  may,  it  wiU  require  other  arguments  to 
establish  the  position  that,  at  the  Revolution,  all  the  public  property 
acquired  by  the  Episcopal  churches,  under  the  sanction  of  the  laws, 
became  the  property  of  the  State.  Had  the  property  thus  acquired 
been  originally  granted  by  the  State  or  the  king,  there  might  have 
been  some  color  (and  it  would  have  been  but  a  color)  for  such  an 
extraordinary  pretension.  But  the  property  was,  in  fact,  and  in  law, 
generally  purchased  by  the  parishioners,  or  acquired  by  the  benefac- 
tions of  pious  donors.  The  title  thereto  was  indefeaisibly  vested  m 
the  churches,  or  rather  in  their  legal  agents.  It  was  not  in  the  power 
of  the  crown  to  seize  or  assume  it ;  nor  of  the  parliament  itself  to 

destroy  the  grants,  unless  by  the  exercise  of  a  power  the 
[  'SO  ]  most  •arbitrary,  oppressive,  and  unjust,  and  endured  only 

because  it  could  not  be  resisted.  It  was  not  forfeited ;  for 
the  churches  had  cormnitted  no  offence.  The  dissolution  of  the  regal 
government  no  more  destroyed  the  right  to  possess  or  enjoy  this 
property  than  it  did  the  right  of  any  other  corporation  or  individual 
to  his  or  its  own  property.  The  dissolution  of  the  form  of  govern- 
ment did  not  involve  in  it  a  dissolution  of  civil  rights,  or  an  abolition 
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of  the  common  law  under  which  the  inheritances  of  every  man  in  the 
State  were  held.  The  State  itself  succeeded  only  to  the  rights  of  the 
crown ;  and,  we  may  add,  with  many  a  flower  of  prerogative  struck 
from  its  hands.  It  has  been  asserted  as  a  principle  of  the  common 
law,  that  the  division  of  an  empire  creates  no  forfeiture  of  previously 
vested  rights  of  property.  Kelly  v.  Harrison,  2  John.  c.  29 ;  Jackson 
V.  Lunn,  3  John,  c  109 ;  Calvin's  case,  7,  Co.  27.  Andthis  principle 
is  equally  consonant  with  the  common  sense  of  mankind  and  the 
maxims  of  eternal  justice.  Nor  are  v{e  able  to  perceive  any  sound 
reason  why  the  church  lands  escheated  or  devolved  upon  the  State 
by  the  Revolution,  any  more  than  the  property  of  any  other  corpora^ 
tion  created  by  the  royal  bounty  or  established  by  the  legislature* 
The  Revolution  might  justly  take  away  the  public  patronage,  the 
exclusive  cure  of  souls,  and  the  compulsive  taxation  for  the  support 
of  th^  church.  Beyond  these,  we  are  not  prepared  to  admit  the 
justice  or  the  authority  of  the  exercise  of  legislation. 

It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  rest  this  cause  upon  the  general 
doctrines  already  asserted ;  for,  admitting  that,  by  the  Revolution, 
the  church  lands  devolved  on  the  State,  the  statute  of  1776,  c.  2, 
operated  as  a  new  grant  and  confirmation  thereof  to  the  use  of  the 
church. 

K  the  legislature  possessed  the  authority  to  make  such  a  grant  and 
confirmation,  it  is  very  clear,  to  our  minds,  that  it  vested  an  indefea- 
sible and  irrevocable  title.  We  have  no  knowledge  of  any  authority 
or  principle  which  could  support  the  doctrine  that  a  legislative  grant 
is  revocable  in  its  own  nature,  and  held  only  durante  bene  placito. 
Such  a  doctrine  would  uproot  the  very  foundations  of  almost  all  the 
land  titles  in  Virginia,  and  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  a 
great  and  fundamental  principle  of  a  *  republican  govern-  [  *  51  ] 
ment,  the  right  of  the  citizens  to  the  firee  enjoyment  of  their 
property  legally  acquired. 

It  is  asserted  by  the  legislature  of  Virginia  in  1798,  and  1801,. that 
this  statute  was  inconsistent  with  the  bill  of  rights  and  constitution 
of  that  State,  and  therefore  void.  Whatever  weight  such  a  declara- 
tion might  properly  have  as  the  opinion  of  wise  and  learned  men,  as 
a  declaration  of  what  the  law  has  been  or  is,  it  can  have  no  decisive 
authority.  It  is,  however,  encountered  by  the  opinion  successively 
given  by  former  legislatures  from  the  earliest  existence  of  the  consti- 
tution itself,  which  were  composed  of  men  of  the  very  first  rank  for 
talents  and  learning.  And  this  opinion,  too,  is  not  only  a  contempo- 
raneous exposition  of  the  constitution,  but  has  the  additional  weight 
that  it  was  promulgated  or  acquiesced  in  by  a  great  majority,  if  not 
the  whole,  of  the  very  firamers  of  the  constitution.     Without  advert- 
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ing,  however,  to  the  opinions  on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  for  the 
reasons  which  have  been  already  stated,  and  others  which  we  forbear 
to  press,  as  they  ^onld  lead  to  too  prolix  and  elementary  an  examin- 
ation, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  statute  of  1776,  c  2,  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  constitation  or  bill  of  rights  of  Virginia.  We  are 
prepared  to  go  yet  further,  and  hold  that  the  statutes  of  1784,  c.  88, 
and  1785,  c.  37,  were  no  infringement  of  any  rights  secured  or 
intended  to  be  secured  under  the  constitution,  either  civil,  political, 
or  religious. 

How  far  the  statute  of  1786,  c  12,  repealing  the  statute  of  1784,  c 
88,  incorporating  the  Episcopal  churches,  and  the  subsequent  statutes 
in  furtherance  thereof  of  1788,  c.  47,  and  c  63,  were  consistent  with 
the  principles  of  civil  right  or  the  constitution  of  Virginia,  is  a  sub- 
ject of  much  delicacy,  and  perhaps  not  without  difficulty.  It  is 
observable,  however,  tiiat  they  reserve  to  the  churches  all  their  cor- 
porate property,  and  authorize  the  appointment  of  trustees  to  man- 
age the  same.  A  private  corporation  created  by  the  legislature  may 
lose  its  franchises  by  a  misuser  or  a  nonuser  of  them ;  and  they  may 
be  resumed  by  the  government  under  a  judicial  judgment  upon  a  quo 
warranto  to  ascertain  and  enforce  the  forfeiture.  This  is  the  common 
law  of  the  land,  and  it  is  a  tacit  condition  annexed  to  the  creation  of 

every  such  corporation.  Upon  a  change  of  government, 
[  ^52  ]  too,  it  may  be  admitted  •that  such  exclusive  privileges 

attached  to  a  private  corporation  as  are  inconsistent  with 
the  new  government  may  be  abolished.  In  respeet,  also,  to  public 
corporations  which  exist  only  for  public  purposes,  such  as  counties, 
towns,  cities,  &c.,  the  legislature  may,  under  proper  limitations,  have 
a  right  to  change,  modify,  enlarge,  or  restrain  them,  securing  however, 
the  property  for  the  uses  of  those  for  whom  and  at  whose  expense  it 
was  originally  purchased.  But  that  the  legblatnre  can  repeal  stat- 
utes creating  private  corporations,  or  confirming  to  them  property 
already  acquired  under  the  faith  of  previous  laws,  and  by  such  repeal 
can  vest  the  property  of  such  corporations  exclusively  in  the  State, 
or  dispose  of  the  same  to  such  purposes  as  they  may  please,  without 
the  consent  or  default  of  the  corporators,  we  are  not  prepared  to  ad- 
mit ;  and  we  think  ourselves  standing  upon  the  principles  of  natural 
justice,  upon  the  fundamental  laws  of  every  free  government,  upon 
the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and 
upon  the  decisions  of  most  respectable  judicial  tribunals,  in  resisting 
such  a  doctrine.  The  statutes  of  1798,  c  9,  and  of  1801,  c  5,  are 
not,  therefore,  in  our  judgment,  operative  so  far  as  to  divest  the  Epis- 
copal church  of  the  property  acquired,  previous  to  the  Revolution,  by 
purchase  or  by  donation.     In  respect  to  the  latter  statute,  there  is 
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this  further  objection  that  it  passed  after  the  District  of  Columbia 
was  taken  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  congress,  and  as  to  the 
corporations  and  property  within  that  district,  the  right  of  Virginia 
to  legislate  no  longer  existed.  And  as  to  the  statute  of  1798,  c.  9, 
admitting  it  to  have  the  fullest  operation,  it  merely  repeals  the  stat- 
utes passed  respecting  the  church  since  the  Revolution ;  and,  of  course, 
it  left  in  full  force  all  the  statutes  previously  enacted,  so  far  as  they 
were  not  inconsistent  with  the  present  constitution.  It  left,  therefore, 
the  important  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  1661,  1696,  1727,  and 
1748,  SQ  far  as  respected  the  title  to  the  church  lands,  in  perfect 
vigor,  with  so  much  of  the  common  law  as  attached  upon  these 
righta^ 

Let  us  now  advert  to  the  title  set  up  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  present 
bilL  Upon  inspecting  the  deed  which  is  made  a  part  of  the  bill,  and 
bears  date  in  1770,  the  land  appears  to  have  been  conveyed  to  the 
grantees  as  church-wardens  of  the  parish  of  Fairfax,  and  to 
their  successors  *in  that  office,  forever.  It  is  also  averred  [  *  53  ] 
in  the  bill  that  the  plaintiffs,  together  with  two  of  the  de- 
fendants, (who  are  church-wardens,)  are  the  vestry  of  the  Protestant 
Episcopal  church,  commonly  called  the  Episcopal  church  of  Alexan- 
dria, in  the  parish  of  Fairfax,  and  that  the  purchase  was  made  by  the 
vestry  of  said  parish  and  church,  to  whom  the  present  vestry  are  the 
l^al  and  regular  successors  in  the  said  vestry ;  and  that  the  purchase 
was  made  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  church  in  the  said  par- 
ish. No  statute  of  Virginia  has  been  cited  which  creates  church- 
wardens a  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  holding  lands ;  and  at  com- 
mon law  their  capacity  was  limited  to  personal  estate.  1  B.  C.  394 ; 
Bro.  CJorp.  77,  84;  1  RoUe  Abr.  393, 4, 10 ;  Com.  Dig.  tit  Esglise, 
P.  3;  12  H.  7,  27,  b;  1  3  H.  7,  9,  b;  37  H.  6,  30;  1  Burn's  Eodes. 
Law,  290;  Gibs.  215. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  present  deed  did  not  operate  by 
way  of  grant  to  convey  a  fee  to  the  church-wardens  and  their  succes- 
sors ;  for  their  successors,  as  such,  could  not  take ;  nor  to  the  church- 
wardens in  their  natural  capacity ;  for  ^  heirs "  is  not  in  the  deed. 
But  the  covenant  of  general  warranty  in  the  deed  binding  the  grantors 
and  their  heirs  forever,  and  warranting  the  land  to  the  church-wardens 
and  their  successors  forever,  may  well  operate  by  way  of  estoppel  to 
confirm  to  the  church  and  its  privies  the  perpetual  and  beneficial  estate 
in  the  land. 

One  difficulty  presented  on  the  face  of  the  bill  was,  that  the  Prot- 
estant Episcopal  church  of  Alexandria  was  not  directly  averred  to  be 
the  same  corporate  or  unincorporate  body  as  the  church  and  parish 
of  Fairfax,  or  the  legal  successors  thereto,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  the 

22* 
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lands  in  controversy.  But  upon  an  accurate  examination  of  the  bill, 
it  appears  that  the  purchase  was  made  by  the  vestry  ^^  of  the  said 
parish  and  church,"  "  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  church  in  the 
said  parish."  It  must,  therefore,  be  taken  as  true  that  there  was  no 
other  Episcopal  church  in  the  parish ;  and  that  the  property  belonged 
to  the  church  of  Alexandria,  which,  in  this  respect,  represented  the 
whole  parish.  And  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Episcopal  mem- 
bers of  the  parish  of  Fairfax  have  still,  notwithstanding  a  separation 
from  the  State  of  Virginia,  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as 
[  *  54  ]  *they  originally  possessed  in  relation  to  that  church,  while 
it  was  the  parish  church  of  Fairfax. 

The  next  consideration  is  whether  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  vestry- 
men, have,  as  such,  a  right  to  require  the  lands  of  the  church  to  be 
sold  in  the  manner  prayed  for  in  the  bilL  Upon  the  supposition  that 
no  statutes  passed  since  the  Revolution  are  in  force,  they  may  be 
deemed  to  act  under  the  previous  statutes  and  the  common  law.  By 
those  statutes  the  vestry  were  to  be  appointed  by  the  parishioners 
^  for  the  making  and  proportioning  levies  and  assessments,  for  build- 
ing and  repairing  the  churches  and  chapels,  provision  for  the  poor, 
maintenance  of  the  minister,  and  such  other  necessary  purposes,  and 
for  the  more  orderly  managing  all  parochial  affairs ; "  out  of  which 
vestry  the  minister  and  vestry  were  yearly  to  choose  two.  church- 
wardens. 

As  incident  to  their  office  as  general  guardians  of  the  church,  we 
think  they  must  be  deemed  entitled  to  assert  the  rights  and  interests 
of  the  church.  But  the  minister,  also  having  the  freehold,  either  in 
law  or  in  equity,  during  his  incumbency,  in  the  lands  of  the  church, 
is  entitled  to  assert  his  own  rights  as  persona  ecclesim.  No  alienation, 
therefore,  of  the  church  lands  can  be  made  either  by  himself  or  by  the 
parishioners  or  their  authorized  agents,  without  the  mutual  consent 
of  both.  And  therefore  we  should  be  of  opinion  that,  upon  principle, 
no  sale  ought  to  be  absolutely  decreed,  unless  with  the  consent  of  the 
parson,  if  the  church  be  fall. 

If  the  statute  of  1784,  c.  88,  be  in  force  for  any  purpose  whatso- 
ever, it  seems  to  us  that  it  would  lead  to  a  like  conclusion.  If  the 
repealing  statute  of  1786,  c  12,  or  the  statute  of  1788,  c  47,  by  which 
the  church  property  was  authorized  to  be  vested  in  trustees  chosen 
by  the  church,  and  their  successors,  be  in  force  for  any  purpose  what- 
soever, then  the  allegation  of  the  bill,  that  the  plaintiffs  ^  have,  accord- 
ing to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  their  said  society,  been  appointed 
by  the  congregation  vestrymen  and  trustees  of  the  said  church," 
would  directly  apply,  and  authorize  the  plaintifis  to  institute  the 
present  bill   Still,  however,  it  appears  to  us  that  in  case  of  a  plenarty 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1815.  259 

Brig  Short  Staple  v.  United  States.    9  C. 

of  the  chturcb,  no  alienation  or  sale  oi  the  church  lands  ought 

to  take  place  without  the  *  assent  of  the  minister,  unless  [  *  55  ] 

snch  assent  be  expressly  dispensed  with  by  some  statute. 

On  the  whole,  the  majority  of  the  court  are«of  opinion  that  the  land 
in  controversy  belongs  to  the  Episcopal  church  of  Alexandria,  and  has 
not  been  devested  by  the  Revolution,  or  any  act  of  the  legislature 
passed  since  that  period ;  that  the  plaintiffs  are  of  ability  to  maintain 
the  present  bill ;  that  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Fair- 
fax have  no  just,  legal,  or  equitable  titie  to  the  said  land,  and  ought 
to  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  claiming  the  same ;  and  that  a  sale 
of  the  said  land  ought,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  biQ,  to  be  decreed 
upon  the  assent  of  the  minister  of  said  church  (if  any  there  be)  being 
given  thereto;  and  that  the  present  church-wardens  and  the  said 
James  Wren  ought  to  be  decreed  to  convey  the  same  to  the  pur- 
chaser ;  and  the  proceeds  to  be  applied  in  the  manner  prayed  for  in 
thebilL 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  is  to  be  reformed  so  as  to  conform 
to  this  opinion. 

SW.  148;  4W.  518;  8W.464;  9  W.  445,  788;  2  P.  627;  4  P.  1;  IIP.  420;  12  P.  264; 
6  H.  301,  607;  10  H.  511  ;  16  H.  369. 


The  Brig  Short  Staple  and  Cargo  (Halloway  and  others,  claim- 
ants,) V.  The  United  States. 

9  C.  55. 

If  a  Teasel  be  captared  by  a  snperior  force,  and  a  prize-master  and  a  small  force  be  pat  on^W.. 
board,  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  master  and  crew  of  the  captured  ressel  to  attempt  to  rescae 
her,  for  they  may  thereby  expose  the  ressel  to  condemnation,  although  otherwise  innocent 

Appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
Massachusetts,  which  affirmed  that  of  the  district  court  condemning 
the  brig  Short  Staple  and  cargo. 

The  Chief  Justice  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  vessel  was  libelled  in  the  district  court  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, in  March,  1809,  for  having  violated  the  *  embargo  [  *  56  ] 
laws  of  the  United  States,^  by  sailing  to  a  foreign  port    The 
tiELct  is  admitted  by  the  claimants,  who  allege,  in  justification  of  it, 

1  8  StatB.  at  Lai^  451,  453. 
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that  the  vessel  was  captured,  while  on  her  voyage  to  Boston,  by  a 
British  armed  vessel,  and  carried  into  St  Nichola  Mole,  where  the 
government  of  the  place  seized  the  cargo. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  The  Short  Staple  sailed  firom  Boston, 
about  the  10th  of  October,  1808,  with  instructions  to  procure  a  cargo 
of  flour,  and  return  therewith  to  Boston,  unless  the  embargo  should 
be  removed  before  the  commencement  of  her  return  voyage,  in  which 
case  she  was  directed  .to  proceed  to  the  island  of  Graudaloupe.  At 
Baltimore,  she  took  on  4>oard  a  cargo  of  flour,  and  sailed  thence  for 
Boston,  about  the  28th  of  October.  She  was  detained  several,  days 
in  Hampton  Roads,  by  contrary  winds.  During  this  detention,  the 
British  armed  vessel  Ino  put  into  Hampton  Roads  for  the  purpose 
of  repairing  some  damage  sustained  in  a  storm  on  the  coast  The 
Ino  had  been  in  the  port  of  Boston  while  The  Short  Staple  lay  there, 
and  had  cleared  out  for  the  Cape  of  Grood  Hope,  though  her  real 
destination  was  Jamaica.  The  reason  her  captain  has  since  assigned 
for  this  imposition,  was,  that  by  clearing  out  for  the  Cape  of  Crood 
Hope,  he  was  allowed  to  take  on  board  a  larger  supply  of  provisions 
than  would  have  been  allowed  had  he  cleared  out  for  any  port  in  the 
West  Indies. 

As  soon  as  the  wind  was  favorable,  The  Short  Staple,  together 
with  another  vessel,  likewise  bound  from  Baltimore  to  Boston,  called 
The  William  King,  put  to  sea,  and  was  followed  by  The  Ino,  who 
soon  overtook  them,  and  took  possession  of  them  both  as  prize,  alleging 
that  they  were  bound  to  a  French  island.  The  captor  put  a  prize-master 
and  two  hands  on  board  The  Short  Staple,  and  sailed  in  company  with 
them  until  they  fell  in  with  a  British  ship  of  war.  The  captain  of  The 
Ino  directed  the  prize-master  to  meet  the  ship  of  wbt,  and  submit  to  her 
orders ;  while  The  Ino,  dreading  that  her  hands  might  be  impressed, 
made  sail  to  the  windward  and  escaped.  After  their  papers  had  been 
examined,  The  Short  Staple  and  The  William  King  were  permitted 
to  proceed  on  their  voyage,  and  were  carried  into  St  Nichola 
[  •  57  ]  Mole,the  place  appointed  bythe  captain  of  The  Ino  for  •meet- 
ing them  when  he  was  separated  from  them  by  the  ship  of 
war.  They  arrived  at  the  Mole  about  two  days  after  parting  from 
The  Ino,  who  followed  them,  and  entered  the  port  soon  after  them. 
The  government  of  the  place  insisted  on  detaining  one  of  the  vessels. 
as  provisions  were  scarce  at  the  Mole,  and  The  Short  Staple  was 
given  up  to  them.  Her  cargo  was  landed  under  the  direction  of  the 
government,  and  purchased  at  about  $32  per  barrel.  Having  received 
about  $1,200  in  part  pay  for  the  cargo,  the  captain  of  The  Short 
Staple  sailed  to  Turk's  Island,  and  loaded  her  with  a  cargo  of  salt, 
with  which  he  returned  to  a  port  in  Massachusetts,  where  his  vessel 
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WES  seized  as  having  violated  the  embargo  laws.  The  William  King 
appears  to  have  been  carried  to  Jamaica,  and  there  liberated  without 
having  been  libelled.  The  Short  Staple  was  condemned  in  both  the 
district  and  circuit  courts,  and  the  case  is  brought  before  this  court 
by  writ  of  error. 

It  has  been  contended  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error  — 
•1.  That  The  Short  Staple  being  a  registered  vessel,  and  [  •60  ] 
having  given  bond  as  required  by  law  for  relanding  her 
cargo  in  the  United  States,  is  not  liable  to  forfeiture,  if*  she  has 
violated  the  condition  of  that  bond. 

2.  That  her  sailing  to  a  foreign  port,  being  under  the  coercion  of  a 
force  she  was  unable  to  resist,  is  justifiable  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

The  first  error  has  been  pressed  with  great  earnestness  by  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiffs ;  but  the  court  is  not  convinced  that  his 
exposition  of  the  embargo  acts  is  a  sound  one.  On  this  point, 
however,  it  vrill  be  unnecessary  to  give  ah  opinion ;  because  we  think 
the  necessity  under  which  the  claimants  justify  their  going  into  St. 
Nichola  Mole,  is  sustained  by  the  proofs  in  the  cause. 

It  is  not  denied  that  a  real  capture  and  carrying  into  port  by  a 
force  not  to  be  resisted,  will  justify  an  act  which,  if  voluntary,  would 
be  a  breach  of  the  laws  imposing  an  embargo.  Nor  is  it  denied  that 
if  such  capture  be  pretended,  if  it  be  made  with  the  consent  and 
connivance  of  the  parties  interested,  such  fraudulent  capture  can  be 
no  mitigation  of  the  offence.  The  whole  question,  then,  to  be 
decided  by  the  court  is  a  question  of  fact.  Was  this  capture  real — 
was  the  force  such  as  The  Short  Staple  could  not  resist  ?  or  was  it 
made  in  consequence  of  some  secret  arrangements  between  the  cap- 
tor and  captured  ? 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  that  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case  are  such  as  to  outweigh  all  the  positive  testimony 
in  the  cause,  and  to  prove,  in  opposition  to  it,  that  The  Short  Staple 
was  carried  into  St  Nichola  Mole,  not  by  force,  but  with  her  consent, 
and  by  previous  concert  between  her  owners  and  the  captain  of  The 
Ino. 

Those  circumstances  are  — 

1.  The  arrival  and  continuance  of  The  Ino  in  the  port  of  Boston, 
while  The  Short  Staple  lay  in  that  port  previous  to  her  departure  for 
Baltimore. 

•  2.  Her  clearing  out  for  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  while  [  *  61  ] 
her  real  destination  was  Jamaica. 

3.  The  continuance  of  The  Short  Staple  in  Hampton  Roads  until 
the  arrival  of  The  Ino. 
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4.  Her  captoie  on  a  coaeting  voyage  which  woalji  not  justify 
Buspicion. 

5.  Her  being  earned  to  a  port  where  there  was  a  good  market,  and 
there  given  up ;  and, 

6.  That  The  William  King,  when  carried  to  Jamaica,  was  also 
given  up  without  being  libelled. 

That  these  circumstances  are  some  of  them  such  as  to  justify  strong 
suspicion,  and  such  as  to  require  dear  explanatory  evidence  to  do 
away  their  influence,  is  unquestionable.  But  the  court  cannot  admit 
that  any  or  all  of  them  together  amount  to  such  conclusive  evidence 
as  to  render  it  impossible  to  sustain  the  defence. 

That  The  Ino  should  arrive  in  the  port  of  Boston  while  The  Short 
Staple  lay  in  that  port  is  nothing  remarkable.  It  furnished  an  oppor- 
tunity of  concerting  any  future  plan  of  operations  with  the  owners 
of  The  Short  Staple,  or  of  any  other  vessel ;  but  is  certainly  no 
proof  of  such  concert.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  respective 
owners  were  acquainted  or  had  any  communication  with  each  other; 
and  the  whole  testimony  is  positive  that  no  such  communication 
took  place. 

That  The  Ino  should  have  cleared  out  for  the  Cape  of  Grood  Hope, 
when  her  real  destination  was  Jamaica,  is  sufficiently  accounted  for. 
It  enabled  her  to  take  on  board  a  considerable  quantity  of  provisions, 
an  article  in  demand  in  Jamaica,  which  she  would  not  have  been 
permitted  to  do  had  her  real  destination  been  known.  This  may  be 
a  fraud  in  The  Ino,  but  cannot  affect  The  Short  Staple. 

That  The  Ino  should  have  arrived  in  Hampton  Roads  while  The 
Short  Staple  remained  there,  and  should  have  followed  her  to  sea, 
and  have  captured  her,  are  unquestionably  circumstances 
[  •  62  ]  which  justify  strong  suspicion,  *  and  which  would  be  suffi* 
cient  for  the  condemnation  of  the  vessel,  if  not  satisfactorily 
explained :  but  it  is  not  conceded  by  the  court  that  they  admit  of  no 
explanation.  These  circumstances  are  not  absolutely  incompatible 
with  innocence. 

It  is  proved  by  testimony  to  which  there  is  no  exception,  and  which 
no  attempt  has  been  made  to  discredit,  that  The  Short  Staple  was 
absolutely  wind-bound,  the  whole  time  she  remained  in  Hampton 
Roads;  and  that  she  attempted  to  put  to  sea  before  the  arrival  of 
The  Ino,  but  could  not  Had  this  capture  ever  been  preconcerted 
in  Boston,  The  Ino  and  Short  Staple  would  more  probably  have 
contrived  to  meet  on  the  return  voyage  of  the  latter,  than  to  have 
adopted  the  course  of  the  one  waiting  in  port  for  the  arrival  of  the 
other,  and  then  sailing  out  almost  together. 

The  airival  of  The  Ino  in  Hampton  Roads  is  completely  accounted 
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for.  She  had  suffered  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  and  put  in  for  neces- 
sary repairs.  This  fact  is  proved  positively,  and  no  opposing  testi- 
mony is  produced. 

That  The  Ino  should  have  pursued  The  Short  Staple  on  a  coasting 
voyage,  and  have  captured  her,  was  a  wrong  not  to  be  justified.  It 
is  said  to  have  been  so  atrocious  a  tort,  that  its  reality  is  incredible. 
The  fact,  however,  is  completely  proved.  The  master  of  The  Short 
Staple  swears  that  he  was  on  his  voyage  to  Boston;  that  his  intention 
was  to  proceed  to  that  port ;  that  he  had  had  no  previous  communi- 
cation with  The  Ino,  and  had  no  expectation  of  being  captured  by 
her,  or  of  being  turned  out  of  his  course.  The  other  persons  on  board 
The  Short  Staple  testify  to  the  same  facts,  as  far  as  their  knowledge 
extends.  The  owner  of  The  Ino,  who  was  on  board,  and  her  officers, 
swear  that  they  had  no  previous  communication  with  The  Short 
Staple,  or  her  owner ;  that  there  was  no  concert  of  any  sort  between 
them ;  that  they  were  informed  by  some  person  on  shore,  while  The 
Ino  lay  in  Hampton  Roads  for  repairs,  that  The  Short  Staple  and 
The  William  King  were  on  a  voyage  to  a  French  island;  that 
expecting  to  find  something  which  would  justify  condemnation 
as  prize,  they  determined  to  examine  those  vessels,  and 
*  although,  on  examination,  they  found  nothing  to  justify  [  *63  ] 
capture,  they  still  hoped  that  something  would  appear  in 
future ;  and  that,  at  the  worst,  they  should  incur  no  risk  of  damages, 
because  they  should  carry  the  vessels  and  cargoes  to  a  good  market. 
In  this  confidence,  they  determined  to  take  them  to  Jamaica. 

This  disposition  in  the  captors,  however  indefensible,  is  very 
probable.  It  grew  out  of  the  State  of  the  two  countries ;  and  no 
individual  who  was  captured  in  consequence  of  it  ought,  if  his  own 
conduct  contributed  no  degree  to  that  capture,  to  be  made  the  victim 
of  it. 

That  she  was  carried  into  St  Nichola  Mole,  and  there  given  up 
to  the  government  of  the  place,  is,  in  itself,  a  circumstance  throwing 
some  suspicion*  on  the  transaction,  and  requiring  explanation.  The 
testimony  explains  it.  The  Ino  was  separated  from  her  two  prizes  by 
a  &ct  which  is  fully  proved,  and  which  sufficiently  accounts  for  that 
separation.  That  her  captain  should,  when  about  to  leave  them, 
appoint  some  near  port  as  the  place  of  meeting  again,  was  almost. 
of  course ;  and  that  he  should  have  relinquished  one  of  the  vessels 
to  the  government  of  the  place  ceases  to  be  matter  of  niuch  surprise, 
when  it  is  recollected  that  he  could  not  have  much  expectation  of 
making  her  a  prize ;  that,  in  fact^  the  capture  was  made  with  scarcely 
any  hope  of  condemnation,  but  with  a  certainty  that  it  would  pro- 
duce some  additional  supply  of  provisions,  and  could  injure  no 
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person.     The  criminality  of  this  mode  of  thinking,  whatever  it' might 
be,  was  not  imputable  to  the  owners  of  The  Short  Staple. 

It  has  been  contended  that,  during  the  separation  of  The  Ino  firom 
the  captured  vessels,  a  rescue  ought  to  have  been  attempted.  There 
having  been,  during  that  period,  but  three  persons  belonging  to  The 
Ino  on  board  The  Short  Staple,  they  might  have  been  overpowered  by 
the  American  crew ;  but  the  attempt  to  take  the  vessel  firom  them 
was  no  part  of  the  duty  of  the  Americans,  and  might,  in  the  event 
of  recapture,  have  exposed  the  vessel  and  cargo  to  the  danger  of  con- 
demnation, of  which,  without  such  rescue,  they  incurred  no  hazard. 

The  abandonment  of  The  William  King  without  libelling 
[  *  64  ]  *  her,  is  the  natural  consequence  of  having  been  able  to 
find  no  circumstances  of  suspicion  which  might  tempt  the 
captors  .to  proceed  against  her.  It  undoubtedly  proves,  what  the 
captain  of  The  Ino  avows,  that  he  acted  under  a  full  conviction  of 
being  exposed  to  no  risk  by  the  capture,  though  he  should  reap  no 
advantage  from  it. 

The  interest  which  coasting  vessels  had  in  fictitious  or  concerted 
captures,  undoubtedly  subjects  all  captures  to  a  rigid  scrutiny,  and 
exposes  them  to  much  suspicion.  The  case  of  the  claimant  ought 
to  be  completely  made  out  No  exculpatory  testimony,  the  existence 
of  which  is  to  be  supposed  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  ought 
to  be  omitted.  The  absence  of  such  testimony,  if  not  fully  accounted 
for,  would  make  an  impression  extremely  unfavorable  to  the  claim. 
But  where  the  testimony  is  full,  complete,  and .  concurrent ;  where 
every  circumstance  is  explained  and  accounted  for  in  a  reasonable 
manner;  where  the  testimony  to  the  innocence  of  the  owners  and 
crew  of  the  vessel  is  positive,  proceeding  firom  every  person  who  can 
be  supposed  to  have  any  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  contradicted 
by  none,  the  court  cannot  pronounce  against  it  This  would  be  to 
allow  to  suspicious  circumstances  a  controlling  influence  to  which 
they  are  not  entitled. 

The  sentence  of  the  circuit  court,  condemning  The  Short  Staple, 
is  reversed  and  annulled,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  that  court,  with 
directions  to  decree  a  restoration  of  the  vessel  to  the  claimants,  and 
to  dismiss  the  libel. 

Story,  J.,  stated  that  he  dissented  firom  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
and  adhered  to  the  opinion  which  he  gave  in  the  court  below,  in 
which  he  had  the  concurrence  of  one  of  his  brethren. 

P.  B.  Key  and  iJ.  O.  Amory^  for  the  appellants. 

Jones^  contr3k. 

2  W.  148. 
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Under  the  Tax  Act  of  July  14, 1798,  (1  Stats,  at  Laiige,  597,)  the  collector  could  sell  the  iy  |4<  "f  J 
land  of  a  non-resident  under  the  13th  section,  only  by  complying  with  the  directions  con-y/  d  ^  *y 
tainedin  the  11th  section.  '  .^      //.  '/ 

'  Error  to  the  drcuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Western  Tennessee. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

*  This  was  an  ejectment  brought  by  the  defendant  in  [  *  65  ] 
error  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
of  West  Tennessee.  The  plaintiff  below  claimed  under  a  patent  regu- 
larly issued  by  the  proper  authority.  The  defendant  made  title  under 
a  deed,  from  the  collector  of  the  district,  reciting  a  sale  of  the  said 
land  as  being  forfeited  by  the  non-payment  of  taxes,  and  conveying 
the  same  to  the  purchaser.  On  the  validity  of  this  conveyance,  the 
whole  case  depends.  At  the  trial,  the  defendant  produced  his  deed, 
and  also  a  general  list  of  lands  owned,  possessed,  and  occupied  on 
the  fbrst  day  of  October,  1798,  in  assessment  district  No.  12,  in  the 
State  of  Tennessee,  corresponding  with  the  collection  district  No.  8, 
retomed  to  the  office  of  the  late  supervisor  of  the  revenue  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Tennessee  by  Edward  Douglass,  surveyor  of  the  revenue  for 
said  assessment  district,  among  which  is  the  following :  "  Grant,  John, 
reputed  ovmaer  in  Sumner  county  on  the  middle  fork  of  Bledsoe's 
Creek,  640  acres  of  land  subject  to  and  included  in  the  valuation, 
valued  at  $2,560,  no  possessor  or  occupant"  He  also  produced  the 
tax-list  furnished  by  said  surveyor  to  Thomas  Martin,  collector  of  the 
collection  district  No.  8,  in  which  list  said  land  is  described  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  said  general  list,  excepting  that  the  said  John 
Grant  is  described  as  possessor  or  occupant  of  said  640  acres  of  land, 
and  said  land  is  included  in  the  list  of  lands  belonging  to  residents. 
He  also  produced  the  advertisements  of  the  sale  of  the  said  lands, 
mentioned  in  the  said  deed  to  have  been  made  in  the  Tennessee 
Gazette,  in  which  said  John  Grant  is  mentioned  only  as  reputed 
ovnier  of  said  land,  and  proved,  by  a  witness  present  at  the  sale,  that 
the  said  Henry  Bradford,  for  himself  and  Daniel  Smith,  became  the 
purchaser  of  the  said  land ;  and  that  the  said  Daniel  and  Henry,  before 
VOL.  in.  23 
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the  execution  of  the  said  last-mentioned  deed,  assigned  their  interest 
in  the  said  land  to  the  defendant,  Richard  Parker.  But  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  said  collector  had,  at  an^  time,  caused  a  copy  of  the 
said  list,  with  a  statement  of  the  amount  of  the  tax,  and  a  notification 

to  pay  the  same,  to  be  published  for  sixty  days  in  four  gazettes 
[  •  66  ]  of  the  State,  if  there  were  so  *  many,  pursuant  to  the  last 

clause  of  the  11th  section  of  the  act  of  congress,  entitled: 
"  An  act  to  lay  and  collect  a  direct  tax  within  the  United  States," 
And  thereupon  the  judge  instructed  the  jury  that  the  said  sale 
made  by  said  collector  was  unauthorized  and  void,  because  the 
said  collector  had  not  previously  made  said  last-mentioned  pubUca- 
tion,  and  because  it  appeared  that  the  collector  proceeded  to  collect 
the  taxes  due  on  the  said  land  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law  for 
collecting  taxes  due  upon  lands  where  the  owner  resides  thereon, 
and  not  in  the  manner  prescribed  when  the  owners  are  non-residents, 
and  because  there  is  a  variance  between  the  surveyor's  books  and 
the  collector's  list  The  defendant  below  excepted  to  this  opinion 
of  the  judge,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  being  rendered  against 

him,  he  has  brought  the  same  by  writ  of  error  into  this  court 
[  •  67  ]       *  It  is  admitted  that  if  the  preliminary  requisites  of  the 

law  have  not  been  complied  with,  the  collector  could  have 
no  authority  to  sell,  and  the  conveyance  can  pass  no  title.  On  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  it  is  insisted  that  these  requisites  have 
been  performed,  and  that  the  instruction  given  by  the  judge  is 
erroneous.  The  instruction  is  that  the  sale  was  unauthorized,  and 
void. 

It  was  proved  in  the  cause  that  the  proprietors  of  the  land  in  con- 
troversy were  non-residents  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  when  the  tax 
was  assessed,  and  continued  to  be  so  to  the  time  of  bringing  the 

action,  and  that  they  had  no  known  agents  in  that  State. 
[  •  68  ]       *  The  mode  of  proceeding  with  respect  to  non-residents  is 

prescribed  in  the  11th  and  13th  sections  of  the  act  imposing 
the  direct  tax. 

The  object  of  the  provisions  of  the  11th  section  is  "  lands,  dwelling- 
houses,  and  slaves  which  shaU  not  be  owned  by  or  in  the  occupation 
or  under  the  care  or  superintendence  of  some  person  within  the  col- 
lection district  where  the  same  shall  be  situated  or  found  at  the  time 
of  the  assessment  aforesaid." 

It  is  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  below  did  not  entitie  himself  to  the 

provisions  of  this  section  by  bringing  himself  within  its  description. 

He  was  a  non-resident,  and  had  no  known  agent,  but  has  not  shown 

that  there  was  no  occupant  of  the  land. 

•  The  testimony  offered  by  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  is  spread 
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upon  the  record ;  and  although  the  plaintiff  has  not  shown  that  there 
was  no  occupant,  jet  that  fact  came  out  in  the  testimony  of  the 
defendant  before  the  opinion  of  the  court  was  given.  One  of  the 
tax-lists  produced  by  him  states  the  land  to  be  without  an  occupant; 
and  the  other,  which  states  John  Grant  to  be  the  occupant,  is  so  far 
disproved,  because  the  case  admits  John  Ghrant  to  have  been,  at  the 
time,  an  inhabitant  of  Kentucky,  without  any  agent  in  the  State  of 
Tennessee. 

The  requisites  of  the  13th  section  of  that  act,  which  prescribes  the 
course  to  be  pursued  where  lands  are  to  be  sold  because  the  taxes 
are  in  arrear  and  unpaid  for  twelve  months,  have  been  observed. 
The  requisites  of  the  11th  section,  which  prescribes  the  duty  of  the 
collector  after  the  assessment  of  the  tax  before  he  can  proceed  to 
distrain  for  it,  have  not  been  observed.  The  cause  depends  on  this 
single  point —  was  it  the  duty  of  the  collector,  previous  to  selling  the 
lands  of  a  non-resident  ii^  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  13th  section 
of  the  act,  to  m€ike  publications  prescribed  in  the  11th  section  ? 

This  will  require  a  consideration  of  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the 
law. 

•  The  9th  section  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  collector  to  [  •  69  J 
advertise  that  the  tax  has  become  due  and  payable,  and  the 
times  and  places  at  which  he  wiU  attend  for  its  collection.  It  is  then 
his  duty  to  apply  once  at  the  respective  dwellings  of  those  who  have 
Cedled  to  attend  such  places,  and  there  demand  the  taxes  respectively 
due  £rom  them.  If  the  taxes  shall  not  be  then  paid,  or  within  twenty 
days  thereafter,  it  is  lawftd  for  the  collector  to  proceed  to  collect  the 
same  by  distress  and  sale. 

The  11th  section  prescribes  the  duty  of  the  collector,  with  respect 
to  lands,  &c.,  not  owned,  &c.,  by  some  person  within  the  collection 
district  wherein  the  same  shall  be  situated. 

Upon  receiving  lists  of  such  lands,  &;c.,  he  is  to  transmit  certified 
copies  thereof  to  the  surveyors  of  the  revenue  of  the  assessment  dis- 
tricts, respectively,  within  which  such  persons  respectively  reside, 
whose  duty  it  is  to  give  personal  notice  of  the  claim  to  those  who  are 
liable  for  it.  If  the  tax  shall  not  be  paid  within  a  specified  time  after 
this  notice,  it  then  becomes  the  duty  of  the  collector  to  collect  the 
same  by  distress. 

If  the  residence  of  the  owner  of  such  land  be  unknown,  this  section 
requires  certain  publications  to  be  made  as  a  substitute  for  personal 
notice ;  after  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  collector  to  proceed  to  collect 
the  tax  by  distress,  in  like  manner  as  where  a  personal  demand  has 
been  made. 

The  13th  section  prescribes  the  duty  of  the  collector,  and  the  forms 
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to  be  observed  in  the  sale  of  land,  the  taxes  on  which  remain  unpaid 
for  one  year.  This  section  contains  no  reference  to  those  which 
preceded  it,  but  marks  out  the  course  of  the  collector  in  the  specific 
case.  It  is  therefore  contended,  and  the  argument  has  great  weight, 
that  if  the  requisites  of  this  section  be  complied  with,  the  sale  is 
YaUd.  This  opinion  is  in  conformity  with  the  letter  of  the  section ; 
and  it  is  conceded  that  the  intent  must  be  very  clear  which  will  justify 
a  connection  of  that  section  with  those  which  precede  it,  so  as  to 
ingraft;  upon  it  those  acts  which  must  be  performed  by  the  collector 
before  he  can  distrain  for  taxes.  But  in  tiiis  case,  when  we 
[  •  70  ]  take  the  whole  *  statute  together,  such  intent  is  believed  to 
be  sufficientiy  apparent 

There  is,  throughout  the  act,  an  obvious  anxiety  in  the  legislature 
to  avoid  coercive  n^eans  of  collection,  unless  such  means  should  be 
necessary ;  and  to  give  every  owner  of  lands  the  most  fuU  informa- 
tion of  the  sum  for  which  he  was  liable,  and  to  afford  him  the  most 
easy  opportunity  to  pay  it.  Thus,  the  accruing  of  the  tax  is  to  be 
advertised,  and  the  times  and  places  at  which  the  collector  will  attend 
to  receive  it.  A  personal  demand  at  the  dwelling-houses,  of  those 
who  have  neglected  to  attend  to  this  notice  must  then  be  made,  a 
reasonable  time  before  the  collector  can  collect  the  tax  by  distress. 
Where  lands  are  owned  by  non-residents  whose  places  of  residence 
are  known,  this  personal  notice  is  still  required;  and  where  their 
residence  is  unknovm,  certain  publication^  are  substituted  for  and 
deemed  equivalent  to  personal  notice  and  demand.  In  each  case,  it 
is  made  the  duty  of  the  collector  to  proceed  to  collect  the  tax  by 
distress  and  sale. 

From  this  view  of  the  law  it  is  inferred,  not  only  that  the  legisla- 
ture was  anxious  to  avoid  coercive  means  of  collection,  but  has  also 
manifested  a  solicitude  to  collect  the  tax  by  distress  and  sale  of  per- 
sonal property  rather  than  by  a  sale  of  the  land  itself.  That  all  the 
means  of  collection  prescribed  in  the  act  must  have  been  tried,  and 
must  have  failed  before  a  sale  of  the  land  can  be  made.  The  duty 
of  the  collector  to  mate  a  personal  demand  from  the  resident  owner 
of  lands,  and  to  make  those  publications  which  the  law  substitutes 
for  a  personal  demand  where  the  residence  of  the  owner  is  unknown, 
does  not  depend  on  the  fact  that  personal  property  is  or  is  not  on  the 
land  from  which  the  tax  maybe  levied  by  distress.  It  is  his  duty  to 
proceed  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  9th  and  11th  sections,  in 
every  case.  After  having  so  proceeded,  it  is  his  positive  duty  to  levy 
the  tax  by  distress,  if  property  liable  to  distress  can  be  found.  If, 
notwithstanding  the  proceedings  directed  in  the  9th  and  11th 
sections,  the  tax  shall  remain  one  year  unpaid,  it  is  to  be  raised  by  a 
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sale  of  the  land.  It  appears  to  the  court  that  the  13th  section  pre- 
supposes every  thing  enjoined  in  the  9th  and  11th  sections 
to  have  been  performed^  and  that  the  validity  of  the  *  sale  [  *  71  ] 
of  land  owned  by  a  non-resident,  made  by  the  collector  for 
the  non-payment  of  taxes  must  depend  not  only  on  his  having  made 
the  publications  required  in  the  13th  section,  but  on  his  having  made 
those  also  which  are  required  in  the  11th  section.  Those  publican 
tions  not  having  been  made  in  this  case,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  this  court  that  the  sale  is  void,  and  that  the  judge  of  the 
district  court  committed  no  error  in  giving  this  instruction  to  the  jury. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed,  vdth  costs. 

JaneSy  for  the  plaintiff. 

CL  LeBj  contra. 

4  W.  77  ;  16  H.  610. 


Brig  Struggle,  Thomas  Leigh,  Claimant,  v.  The  United  States. 

9  c.  71. 

A  par^  wliQ  often  an  excuse  for  yiolating  a  penal  statate,  must  make  ont  the  via  major  under 

whidi  lie  shelters  himself,  so  aa  to  leaTe  no  reasonable  doobt  of  his  innocence. 
Circumstances  will  sometimes  outweigh  positive  testimony. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 
This  was  an  information,  in  the  district  court  of  Massachusetts, 
against  the  brigantine  Struggle,  for  the  violation  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  the  28th  of  June,  1809,^  in  departing^  firom  Portsmouth,  in 
the  United  States,  with  a  cargo  of  domestic  growth  and  manufac- 
ture, bound  to  a  foreign  port  with  which  commercial  intercourse  was 
not  then  permitted. 

The  libel  further  states  that  the  vessel  arrived  at  said  prohibited 
port,  with  her  cargo,  and  that  no  bond  had  at  any  time  been  given  to 
the  United  States,  in  the  manner  required  by  law,  that  she 
should  not  proceed  to  any  interdicted  *  port,  nor  be  engaged  [  *  72  ] 


1 2  Stats,  at  Large,  550. 
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diiectly  or  indirectly,  during  such  voyage,  in  any  trade  with  Buch 
port  or  place. 

The  claim  denies  the  departure  of  the  brigantine  firom  Portsmouth 
on  a  foreign  voyage,  to  a  port  with  which  commercial  intercourse 
was  interdicted,  or  to  any  other  foreign  port  or  place;  but  insists 
that  she  was  duly  cleared,  at  the  custom-house  at  Portsmouth,  for 
Charleston,  and  that  she  departed  and  was  sailing  towards  her  place 
of  destination,  when  by  the  violence  of  the  winds  and  waves  she 
was  driven  out  of  her  course,  and  became  so  much  damaged  that  she 
could  not  proceed  on  to  Charleston ;  but  that  it  was  necessary  for 
the  preservation  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  and  of  the  lives  of  those  on 
board,  to  sail  for  the  West  Indies ;  that  she  accordingly  went  to 
Martinico,  and  then  proceeded  to  St.  Bartholomew's. 

The  cause  being  at  issue  on  this  allegation  of  the  claimant,  and  a 
number  of  witnesses  having  been  examined,  the  district  court  con- 
demned the  vessel  as  forfeited  to  the  United  States.  This  decree 
was  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court,  from  whose  sentence  this  appeal  is 
taken. 

The  master  of  The  Struggle,  who  was  produced  as  a  witness, 
swears  that  after  being  regularly  cleared,  she  sailed  from  Portsmouth 
to  Charleston,  the  cargo  being  consigned  to  Joseph  Waldron  &  CJo., 
on  whom  he  had  orders  to  call  for  advice ;  but  it  being  rumored,  at 
the  time  of  his  sailing,  that  the  non-intercourse  would  shortly  be 
removed,  he  was  informed  by  the  owner  that  orders  were  ^ven  to 
Waldron  &  Co.,  in  that  case,  to  send  the  vessel  to  the  West  Indies, 
provided  the  prospects  at  Charleston  should  not  be  equal  to  his 
expectation.  That  five  or  six  days  after  sailing  they  had  a  very 
heavy  gale  from  the  southwest,  which  made  such  a  tremendous  sea 
that  it  became  impossible  to  keep  the  vessel  to.  That  they  had  not 
less  than  66,000  feet  of  seasoned  sawed  lumber  on  the  deck,  besides 
loose  lumber,  all  of  which,  in  his  opinion,  must  inevitably  have  been 
lost,  if  the  vessel  had  been  kept  head  to.  At  one  time  an  attempt 
was  made  to  heave  her  to,  and  after  laying  a  few  hours,  the  gale 
increased  and  knocked  the  vessel  down,  her  yards  being  nearly  in 
the  water,  and  the  top  of  the  deck-load  so  shifted  that 
[  •  73  ]  they  were  obliged  to  put  her  before  the  wind  to  *  right  the 
deck-load,  and  clear  the  companion-way.  During  several 
gales  they  were  obliged  to  scud,  and  at  one  time  for  twenty  three 
hours  together.  They  shipped  several  seas,  which  washed  overboard 
a  part  of  the  loose  lumber.  About  the  16th  of  February,  the  wind 
being  less  violent,  the  deck-load  was  found  so  much  soaked  that  it 
was  like  green  lumber,  which  made  the  vessel  so  crank  that  they 
could  not  keep  on  the  wind  with  a  six-knot  breeze.     One  of  the 
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water  casks  was  entirely  leciked  oat;  another  partly  out;  and  the 
sails  and  rigging  much  injured.  On  a  consultation  with  the  people 
on  board,  they  were  all  of  the  opinion  that  it  would  be  extremely 
dangerous  to  attempt  coming  on  the  coast  in  the  state  in  which 
the  vessel  then  was,  she  being  so  top  heavy  as  to  be  almost  water 
logged.  It  being  also  the  worst  season  of  the  year,  they  unani- 
mously thought  that  the  only  way  they  could  save  the  deck-load, 
and  probably  their  lives,  would  be  to  make  the  first  port  they  could. 
They  accordingly  bore  away  for  the  West  Indies,  and  arrived  at 
Martinico,  which  was  the  first  port  they  made.  The  cargo  was 
there  sold  at  a  low  price,  it  not  being  thought  safe  to  venture  to  sea 
again,  in  the  then  condition  of  the  vessel.  Aftier  making  some 
repairs  they  sailed  from  Martinico  for  St  Bartholomew's,  where  they 
took  freight  for  Boston,  at  which  place  they  arrived  in  June,  1810. 

This  is  the  history  of  the  voyage  given  by  the  master,  and  is 
sabstantially  confirmed  by  the  mate  and  two  of  the  seamen,  who 
also  swear  that  they  shipped  for  wages  usual  on  a  voyage  to 
Charleston,  which  were  lower  than  those  which  were  given  for  a 
voyage  to  the  West  Indies.  It  also  appears  by  the  documentary 
evidence  in  the  case,  that  The  Struggle  had  a  regular  clearance  on 
board  for  Charleston ;  that  she  was  chartered  by  the  claimant,  of 
certain  merchants  of  Portsmouth,  ^  to  go  to  some  southern  port,  or 
to  the  West  Indies ; "  that  the  cargo  taken  on  board  at  Portsmouth, 
was  lumber,  butter,  and  crackers ;  and  that  she  returned  from  St. 
Bartholomew's  to  the  United  States,  with  a  cargo  on  freight,  con- 
sisting of  one  hundred  and  eighty  casks  and  nine  barrels  of  molasses. 

On  these  proofs  the  court  is  now  to  decide  whether  the  dcdmant 
has  made  out  his  allegation,  that  the  vessel  was  driven  out  of  her 
course  by  the  violence  of  the  winds  and  waves,  and  that 
her  condition  was  such  as  to  make  *  it  necessary,  for  her  [  *  74  ] 
preservation  and  the  safety  of  the  crew,  to  sail  for  a  port  in 
the  West  Indies. 

Were  the  court  bound  to  decide  according  to  positive  testimony, 
without  regard  to  other  circumstances,  or  to  the  situation  and  character 
of  the  witnesses,  it  might  be  difficult  to  say  that  the  plea  of  necessity 
had  not  been  satisfactorily  made  out.  The  master,  mate,  and  two 
of  the  mariners,  establish  every  thing  which  the  claimant  had  under- 
taken to  prove,  so  far  as  their  positive  declarations  are  entitled  to 
credit.  But  when  it  is  recollected  how  many  cases  of  fictitious 
distress  have  been  ofiered  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  as 
excuses  for  violations  of  the  restrictive  system,  as  it  has  been  called, 
and  that  these  cases,  whether  real  or  imaginary,  have  generally  been 
supported  by  the  same  species  of  testimony,  it  cannot  be  wondered 


272       SUPREME    COUBT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Brig  Straggle  v.  United  Sutes.    9  C. 

at  if  this  court  shall  receive,  with  considerable  jealousy  and  caution, 
evidence  which  is  so  perpetually  lecurringi  and  which,  if  con^)aied, 
will  be  found  to  present  the  same  uniform  statement  of  facts,  widi 
very  few  shades  of  difference,  all  calculated  to  impress  a  belief  that 
some  overwhelming  calamity,  of  which,  in  ordinary  voyages,  so  little 
is  heard,  has  produced  a  departure  from  the  original  legitimate 
destination  of  the  vessel  When  it  is  considered  too  that  the  testi- 
mony on  these  occasions  comes  from  men,  who,  whatever  their 
characters  may  be  in  other  respects,  must  be  viewed  as  accomplices 
in  the  offence,  if  any  has  been  intentionally  committed,  and  are,  to  say 
the  least,  very  much  under  the  influence  of  those  who  have  projected 
the  voyage,  and  are  to  be  gainers  by  a  violation  of  the  law,  it  cannot 
be  supposed  that  such  testimony  can  be  examined  without  veiy 
considerable  reserve  and  distrust. 

Although  mere  suspicion,  not  resting  upon  strong  circumstances 
tmexplained,  should  not  be  permitted  to  outweigh  positive  testimony 
in  giving  effect  to  a  penal  statute ;  yet  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  an 
oppressive  rule  to  require  of  a  party  who  has  violated  it  to  make  out 
the  vis  major  under  which  he  shelters  himself,  so  as  to  leave  no 
reasonable  doubt  of  his  innocence ;  and  i^  in  the  course  of  such 
vindication,  he  shall  pass  in  silence,  or  leave  unexplained,  dream- 
stances  which  militate  strongly  against  the  integrity  of  the  trans* 

action,  he  cannot  complain  if  the  court  shall  lay  hold  of 
[  *  75  ]  those  circumstances  as  reasons  *  for  adjudging  him  in 

delicto^  What,  then,  are  the  circumstances  in  this  case 
which  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the  concurrent  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  who  have  been  examined  ? 

1.  If  The  Struggle  really  encountered  so  much  bad  weather,  and 
was  obliged,  to  avoid  shipwreck  and  to  preserve  the  live^  of  the  crew, 
to  abandon  a  coasting  for  a  foreign  voyage,  it  might  be  expected  that, 
on  her  arrival  at  Martinico,  the  ordinary  process  of  survey  would 
have  been  called  for.  Her  situation  would  then  have  been  ascer- 
tained by  professional  and  skilful  men.  The  not  taking  a  precaution 
so  common  in  cases  of  distress,  and  so  necessary  for  the  master's 
exculpation  if  he  acted  without  an  understanding  with  his  owner, 
while  it  leaves  us  in  great  doubt  as  to  the  magnitude  of  the  injuries 
sustained,  and  the  imminence  of  the  danger  to  which  the  vessel  and 
crew  were  thereby  exposed,  is  but  littie  calculated  to  excite  a  belief 
of  the  great  extent  of  either.  It  is  taken  for  granted  that  no  such 
survey  was  had,  from  the  silence  of  all  the  witnesses  upon  the  subject, 
and  horn  the  manifest  interest  which  the  claimant  had  in  producing 
it,  if  it  in  any  degree  supported  the  testimony  or  the  defence  which 
he  had  set  up. 
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2.  A  still  more  common  document,  and  of  which,  notwithstanding, 
we  hear  not  a  word,  is  a  protest.  Perhaps  a  case  never  occurs  that 
a  vessel  is  forced  td  abandon  a  voyage  without  stating  the  reasons 
of  such  deviation,  in  the  form  of  a  protest,  at  the  first  port  at  which 
she  arrives.  Although,  of  itself,  it  would  be  no  evidence,  the  master 
might  have  stated  in  his  testimony  that  he  had  made  one  at  Marti- 
nico.  His  not  having  done  so,  subjects  him  to  the  just  presumption 
of  having  neglected  it  altogether,  and  that  his  going  thither  was 
brought  about  by  a  necessity  of  his  ov^m  contrivance,  and  not  by  the 
act  of  Gtod,  or  adverse  winds. 

Again.  Although  it  is  said  that  orders  were  sent  by  the  claimant 
to  the  house  of  Waldron  &  Co.,  in  Charleston,  yet  neither  these 
orders,  nor  those  to  the  captain,  both  of  which  must  be  presumed  to 
be  in  writing,  are  produced.  Their  suppression,  to  say  the  least,  is 
a  circumstance  of  some  suspicion.  It  may  also  be  asked 
why,  'if  the  danger  was  so  pressing,  and  the  vessel  nearly  [  *76  ] 
on  her  beam-ends,  was  not  relief  sought  by  throwing  over 
the  deck-load,  or  a  part  of  it  ?  The  court  does  not  mean  to  say  that 
it  was  the  master's  duty  to  sacrifice  the  cargo  rather  than  go  to  a 
foreign  port ;  but  from  hi?  not  disembarrassing  himself  of  an  incum- 
brance which  must  have  been  so  much  in  his  way,  it  may  well  be 
doubted  whether  the  situation  of  the  brig  were  as  perilous  as  is  now 
represented,  or  the  lives  of  the  crew  exposed  to  the  dangers  we  now 
hear  of. 

From  the  declarations  of  the  claimant,  as  to  his  intentions  previous 
to  the  voyage,  an  argument  was  drawn  in  his  favor. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  such  declarations  are  not  evidence,  and 
if  they  were,  might,  in  a  case  otherwise  mysterious,  rather  increase 
than  lull  suspicion.  As  little  dependence  is  to  be  placed  on  the  fact 
that,  for  a  foreign  voyage,  higher  wages  would  have  been  demanded 
than  for  one  to  Charleston.  Although  the  original  agreement  with 
the  mariners  may  have  been  and  probably  was  for  Charleston,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  owner  would  have  an  interest,  in  a  case  of 
this  kind,  to  raise  them  full  as  high  as  seamen  would  have  a  right  to 
expect,  if  the  vessel  were  carried,  and  especially  without  a  palpable 
necessity,  to  an  interdicted  foreign  port. 

Considering,  then,  the  suspicious  source  from  which  the  testimony 
is  derived,  and  the  unfavorable  and  unexplained  circumstances  which 
have  been  stated,  the  court  is  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  sen- 
tence of  the  circuit  court  must  be  afiirmed. 
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Randolph  v.  Donaldson. 

9  C.  76. 
The  marshal  U  not  liable  for  the  escape  of  a  debtor  whom  he  has  committed  to  a  state  jafl. 

y\/  xJ  h  ^       Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Virginia.     The  case 
y\/V  ^  ^'^  ^*  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

^    '  ^  ^/y      C.  LeCj  for  the  plaintiff 

p^    ^   ,7.       R,  L  Taylor  J  for  the  defendant 

^7?  '  ^  /  [  *8^  ]  *  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
^-p   /  /  v.r  lows :  — 

^//.  ^  ^  This  is  an  action  of  debt  brought  against  the  former  marshal  of 
///.  ^^t  Virginia,  for  an  alleged  wilful  and  negligent  escape  of  a  judgment 
/  //  ^  7^/  debtor.  At  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  circuit  court  of  Virginia, 
/  '  ^^^  several  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in  enror  to  the  opinions 
'/)  //  /  ^of  the  district  judge  who  alone  sat  in  the  cause ;  and  the  vahdity  of 
/  3  ^^ these  exceptions  is  now  to  be  considered  by  this  court 

|/if  Y  ^  '  The  first  exception  presents  the  question  whether  an  escape  of  a 
f^-  -^^  judgment  debtor,  after  a  regular  commitment,  under  process  of  the 
/5-3  f  J  United  States  courts,  to  a  state  jail,  be  an  escape  for  which  the  mai- 
^  ^.  w  4-^  shal  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  is  responsible. 
Sz/'^'f''^  Congress,  by  a  resolution  passed  the  23d  of  September,  1789,* 
^^  ^S^  recommended  to  the  several  States  to  pass  laws  making  it  the  duty 
^/f  ^  ^  of  the  keepers  of  their  jails  to  receive  and  safe  keep  prisoners  com- 
yS.  ^^''-  mitted  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  under  like 

'2/'  ^  I  *^  ]  *  penalties  as  in  the  case  of  prisoners  committed  under  the 

^;?  5.  ^^^  authority  of  such  States  respectively ;  and,  by  another  reso- 

'J//.  -2  ^/  lution  of  3d  of  March,  1791,*  authorized  the  marshals,  in  the  mean 
^S^.  •"  *^  time,  to  hire  temporary  jails.  In  pursuance  of  the  former  recommend- 
^^  "^  ^^  ation,  the  legislature  of  Virginia,  by  the  act  of  12th  November, 
t^f  V  5  6  Yim,  c.  41,  (Revised  Code,  43,)  made  it  the  duty  of  the  keepers  of 
%\-  ^^  >  the  jails  within  the  State  to  receive  and  keep  prisoners  arrested  under 
7f  •  '^  the  process  of  the  United  States,  and  for  any  neglect  or  failure  of 
V?  i  ^  duty,  subjected  them  to  like  pains  and  penalties  as  in  cases  of  prison- 
ers committed  under  process  of  the  State. 

The  act  of  congress  of  24th  September,  1789,8  c.  20,  §  27  and  28, 

1 1  Stats,  at  Large,  96.  «  lb.  225.  3  lb.  87. 
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aothoiizes  the  marshals  of  the  several  districts  of  the  United  States 
to  appoint  deputies,  and  declares  them  responsible  for  the  defaults  and 
misfeasances  in  office  of  such  deputies.  But  there  is  no  provision  in 
any  act  of  congress  declaring  the  keepers  of  state  jails  quoad  prison- 
ers in  custody  under  process  of  the  United  States,  to  be  deputies  of 
the  marshals,  or  making  the  latter  liable  for  escapes  committed  by 
the  negligence  or  malfeasance  of  the  former.  If,  therefore,  the  mar- 
shals be  so  liable,  it  is  an  inference  from  the  general  powers  and 
duties  ann  Aed  to  their  office. 

It  is  argued  that  the  marshals  are  so  liable,  because,  in  intendment 
of  law,  prisoners  committed  to  state  jails  are  still  deemed  to  be  in 
their  custody ;  and  in  support  of  this  argument  is  cited  the  provision 
in  the  act  of  congress  which  makes  the  marshal,  on  the  removal  from 
or  the  expiration  of  his  office,  responsible  for  the  delivery  to  his  suc- 
cessor of  all  prisoners  in  his  custody ;  and  authorizes  him,  for  that 
purpose,  to  retain  such  prisoners  in  his  custody  until  his  successor  is 
appointed.  And  this  argument  is  further  supported  by  its  analogy 
to  the  case  of  sheriffs,  and  by  the  extreme  inconvenience  which,  it  is 
asserted,  would  arise  from  a  contrary  doctrine. 

The  argument  is  not  without  weight ;  but  upon  mature  considera- 
tion, we  are  of  opinion  that  it  cannot  prevail.  The  act  of  congress 
has  limited  the  responsibility  of  the  marshal  to  his  own  acts 
and  the  acts  of  his  *  deputies.  The  keeper  of  a  state  jail  [  *  86  ] 
is  neither  in  feict  nor  in  law  the  deputy  of  the  marshal.  He 
is  not  appointed  by  nor  removable  at  the  will  of  the  marshal.  When 
a  prisoner  is  regularly  committed  to  a  state  jail  by  the  marshal,  he  is 
no  longer  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  nor  controllable  by  him.  The 
marshal  has  no  authority  to  command  or  direct  the  keeper  in  respect 
to  the  nature  of  the  imprisonment.  The  keeper  becomes  responsible 
for  his  own  acts,  and  may  expose  himself  by  misconduct  to  the 
"  pains  and  penalties "  of  the  law.  For  certain  purposes,  and  to 
certain  intents,  the  state  jail  lawfully  used  by  the  United  States,  may 
be  deemed  to  be  the  jail  of  the  United  States,  and  that  keeper  to  be 
keeper  of  the  United  States.  But  this  would  no  more  make  the 
marshal  liable  for  his  acts  than  for  the  acts  of  any  other  officer  of 
the  United  States  whose  appointment  is  altogether  independent. 
And  in  these  respects  there  is  a  manifest  difference  between  the  case 
of  a  marshal  and  a  sheriff.  The  sheriff  is,  in  law,  the  keeper  of  the 
county  jail,  and  the  jailer  is  his  deputy,  appointed  and  removable  at 
his  pleasure.  He  has  the  supervision  and  control  of  all  the  prisoners 
within  the  jail ;  and,  therefore,  is  justly  made  responsible  by  law  for 
&U  escapes  occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  wilfrd  misconduct  of  his 
under  keeper. 


276  SUPREME   COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Folk's  Lessee  v.  WendaL    9  C. 

On  the  whole,  as  neither  the  act  of  congress  nor  the  doctrine  of 
the  common  law  applicable  to  the  case  of  principal  and  agent,  affect 
the  marshal  with  responsibility  for  the  escape  of  a  prisoner  regularly 
committed  to  the  custody  of  the  keeper  of  a  state  jail,  we  are  all  of 
opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  upon  this  point  was 
erroneous,  and  that  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 

This  decision  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  points 
raised  in  the  bills  of  exception. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Polk's  Lessee  v.  Wendal  et  aL 

9  C.  87. 

The  act  of  North  Carolina,  1783,  c.  2,  opening  the  land-office,  did  not  prohibit  a  person 
from  making  several  different  entries,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  more  than  5,000  acres, 
nor  from  purchasing  the  rights  acquired  hj  others  hj  entries,  nor  from  uniting  sereral 
entries  in  one  survey  and  patent ;  and  sach  union  of  several  entries  is  allowed  hj  the  act 
of  1784,  c.  19. 

In  a  patent,  the  ohliteration  of  the  consideration,  without  fraud,  does  not  make  void  the 
grant. 

In  cases  depending  on  the  statutes  of  a  State,  and  especially  concerning  land,  the  settled 
construction  of  those  statutes,  hj  the  State  courts,  is  to  be  adopted. 

In  Tennessee,  the  younger  patent  on  the  elder  entry  prevails  over  the  eldet  patent  on  the 
younger  entry. 

A  patent  justifies  a  presumption  that  all  the  previous  requisites  of  the  law  have  been  com- 
plied with. 

A  patent  is  void  at  law  if  the  State  had  no  title,  or  if  the  officer  who  issued  the  patent  had 
no  authority  so  to  do. 

In  North  Carolina,  the  want  of  an  entry  nullifies  a  patent. 

After  the  cession  of  land  by  North  Carolina  to  the  United  States,  the  former  had  no  right  to 
grant  those  lands  to  any  other  grantee  who  had  not  an  incipient  title  before  the  cession. 
The  question,  whether  such  incipient  title  existed,  is  therefore  open  at  law. 

This  case  is  stated  by  the  chief  justice  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court: — » 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  a  judgment  in  ejectment  rendered  in 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  district  of  West  Ten- 
nessee. On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  below,  who  is  also  plaintiflF  in  error, 
relied  on  a  patent  regularly  issued  from  the  State  of  North  Carolina, 
for  5,000  acres  of  land,  dated  the  17th  day  of  April,  1800,  which 
patent  included  the  lands  in  controversy. 
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The  defendants  then  offered  in  evidence  a  patent  issued  also  from 
the  State  of  North  Carolina,  and  dated  on  the  28th  of  August,  1795, 
purporting  to  convey  26,060  acres  of  land  to  John  Sevier,  which 
patent  also  comprehended  the  lands  in  controversy.  To  the  reading 
of  this  grant  the  plaintiff  objected,  because, 

1.  By  the  laws  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  no  grant  could  law- 
fully issue  for  as  large  a  number  of  acres  as  are  included  in  that 
grant. 

2.  The  amount  of  the  consideration  originally  expressed  in  the  said 
grant  appears  to  have  been  torn  out. 

3.  The  said  grant  on  its  face  appears  fraudulent,  the  number  of 
acres  mentioned  being  25,060,  the  number  of  warrants  forty,  of  640 
acres  each,  and  yet  the  courses  and  distances,  mentioned,  in  its  body, 
include  more  than  50,000  acres. 

These  objections  were  overruled  and  the  patent  went  to  the  jury. 
To  this  opinion  of  the  court  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  then  offered  to  prove,  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  said  grant, 

1.  That  the  forty  warrants  of  640  acres  each,  •mentioned  [  *88  ] 
in  the  said  grant,  purport,  on  their  face,  to  have  been  issued  by 
Landon  Carter,  entry-taker  of  Washington  county,  and  that  the  land 
covered  by  the  said  grant  is  situated  between  the  Cumberland  Moun- 
tain, and  Tennessee  Blver,  and  not  within  the  said  county  of  Wash« 
ington. 

2.  That  the  consideration  of  ten  pounds  for  every  hundred  acres 
was  fraudulently  inserted  in  the  said  grant,  by  procurement  of  sdlid 
grantee,  John  Sevier. 

3.  That  no  entries  were  made  in  the  office  of  the  entry-taker 
of  Washington  or  elsewhere  authorizing  the  issuing  of  such  war- 
rants. 

4.  That  the  pretended  warrants  are  forgeries. 

5.  That  at  the  time  of  the  cession  of  the  western  part  of  the  State 
of  North  Carolina  to  the  United  States,  and  at  the  time  of  the  ratifi- 
cation thereof  by  congress,  on  the  day  of  1790, 
the  said  pretended  warrants  did  not  exist,  nor  were  any  locations  or 
entries  in  the  offices  of  the  entry-taker  of  Washington  county,  from 
which  they  appear  to  have  issued,  authorizing  their  issuance. 

6.  That  no  consideration  for  the  said  land  was  ever  paid  to  the 
State  of  North  Carolina,  or  any  of  its  officers. 

And,  to  prove  that  since  the  execution  of  the  said  grant  the  con- 
sideration mentioned  therein  had  been  altered  from  fifty  shillings  to 
ten  pounds,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  offered  to  read  as  evidence  a 
letter  addressed  by  the  said  John  Sevier,  to  James  Glassgow,  then 
VOL.  III.  24 
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secretary  of  state  for  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  in  the  words  fol- 
io wing,  to  wit : — 

"  Jonesboiongh,  11th  Not  ember,  1795. 
"  Dear  Sir  :  I  am  highly  sensible  of  your  goodness  and  friendship 
in  execnting  my  business  at  yonr  office  in  the  manner  and  form  which 
I  took  the  liberty  to  request     Permit  me  to  solicit  a  com- 
[  *  89  ]   pletion  of  the  small  remainder  *  of  my  business  that  remains 
in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Gordon. 
^'  Should  there  be  no  impropriety,  should  consider  myself  mndi 
obliged  to  have  ten  pounds  inserted  in  the  room  of  fifty  shillings.    I 
have  directed  Mr.  Gk>rdon  to  furnish  unto  you  a  plat  of  the  amount  of 
three  640  acres  which  I  consider  myself  indebted  to  yoi^,  provided 
you  would  accept  the  same  in  lieu  of  what  I  was  indebted  to  you  for 
fees,  &c.,  which  I  beg  you  will  please  to  accept  in  case  you  can  con- 
ceive  that  the  three  warrants  will  be  adequate  to  the  sum  I  am 
indebted  to  you. 

^  I  am  with  sincere  and  great  esteem, 

"  Dear  sir,  your  most  obedient  servant, 

^  John  Sbvieb." 
"  Hon.  James  Glassgow." 

Indorsed  thus :  — 

"  Hon.  Mr.  Glassgow,  secretary  of  state." 
"  Mr.  Gordon." 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  objected  to  the  reception  of  this 
testimony,  and  it  was  rejected  by  the  court  To  this  opinion  also  an 
exception  was  taken. 

A  general  verdict  was  rendered  for  the  defendants,  on  which  the 
court  gave  judgment 

This  judgment  has  been  brought  up  to  this  court  by  writ  of  enor. 

[  •  94  ]  •  The  first  exception  is  to  the  admission  of  the  grant  set 
up  by  the  defendants  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff's  title.  This 
objection  alleges  the  grant  to  be  absolutely  void  for  three  causes. 

The  first  is. 

That  no  grant  could  lawfully  issue  for  the  quantity  of  land  ex- 
pressed in  this  patent 

K  this  objection  be  well  founded,  it  will  be  conclusive.  Its  cor* 
rectness  depends  on  the  laws  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina. 

The  act  of  1777,  c.  1,  opens  the  land-office  of  the  State,  and  directs 
an  entry-taker  to  be  appointed  in  each  county,  to  receive  entries 
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made,  by  the  citizens,  of  its  vacant  lands.     The  third  section  of  this 
act  contains  a  proviso  that  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  claim  a 
greater  quantity  of  land  than  640  acres,  where  the  survey 
shall  be  bounded  by  vacant  land,  nor  more  than  *  1,000  acres   [  *  95  ] 
between  lines  of  land  already  surveyed  for  other  persons. 

The  fourth  section  fixes  the  price  of  land  thus  to  be  entered  at 
50^.  per  hundred  acres ;  after  which  follows  a  proviso  that  if  any 
person  shall  claim  more  than  640  acres  for  himself,  and  100  acres  for 
his  wife  and  each  of  his  children,  he  shall  pay  for  every  100  acres 
exceeding  that  quantity,  5/.,  and  so  in  proportion.  But  this  permis- 
sion to  take  up  more  than  the  specified  quantity  of  lands  at  52.  for 
every  100  acres,  does  not  extend  to  Washington  county. 

In  June,  1718,  c.  7,  the  land-office  was  closed,  and  further  entries 
for  lands,  prohibited* 

In  April,  1783,  c  2,  the  land-office  was  again  opened,  and  the 
price  of  lainds  fixed  at  IQL  for  each  100  acres.  The  ninth  section  of 
this  act  authorizes  any  citizen  to  enter,  with  the  entry-taker  to  be 
appointed  by  the  assembly,  ^  a  claim  for  any  lands,  provided  such 
claim  does  not  exceed  5,000  acres." 

This  act  limits  the  amount  for  which  an  entry  might  be  made. 
But  the  same  person  is  not,  in  this  act,  forbidden  to  make  different 
entries ;  and  entries  were  transferrable.  No  prohibition  appears  in 
the  act,  which  should  prevent  the  assignee  of  several  entries,  or  the 
person  who  has  made  several  entries,  from  uniting  them  in  one 
survey  and  patent.  The  court  does  not  perceive,  in  reason  or  in  the 
directions  of  the  law  respecting  surveys,  any  thing  which  should 
restrain  a  surveyor  from  including  several  entries  in  the  same  survey. 
The  form  of  surveys  which  is  prescribed  by  law,  if  that  rule  should 
be  considered  as  applicable  to  surveys  made  on  several  entries  united, 
may  be  observed,  and  in  this  case  is  observed,  notwithstanding  the 
union  of  different  entries. 

In  April,  1784,  c.  19,  the  legislature  again  took  up  this  subject, 
and,  after  reciting  that  it  had  been  found  impracticable  to  survey 
most  of  the  entries  of  lands  made  adjoining  the  large  swamps  in  the 
eastern  parts  of  the  State  agreeable  to  the  manner  directed  by  the 
acts  then  in  force,  without  putting  the  makers  thereof  to 
*  great  and  unnecessary  expenses,  empowered  surveyors  in  [  *  96  ] 
the  eastern  parts  of  the  State  to  survey  for  any  person  or 
persons,  his  or  their  entries  of  .lands  in  or  adjoining  any  of  the  great 
swamps  in  one  entire  survey. 

The  third  section  enacts,  ^'  that  where  two  or  more  persons  shall 
have  entered,  or  may  hereafter  enter  lands  jointly,  or  where  two  or 
more  persons  agree  to  have  their  entries  surveyed  jointiy  in  one  or 
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mpre  surveys,  the  surveyor  is  empowered  and  required  to  survey  the 
same  accordingly  in  one  entire  survey ;  and  the  persons  so  agreeing 
to  have  their  entries  surveyed,  or  entering  lands  jointly,  shall  hold 
the  same  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants." 

The  fourth  section  secures  the  same  fees  to  the  surveyor  and  secre- 
tary as  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  claim,  had  the  entries  been 
surveyed  and  granted  separately. 

As  all  laws  on  the  same  subject  are  to  be  taken  together,  it  is 
argued  that  this  act  shows  the  sense  of  the  legislature  respecting 
the  mode  of  surveying  entries,  and  must  be  taken  into  view  in 
expounding  the  various  statutes  on  that  subject.  It  evinces  unequiv- 
ocally the  legislative  opinion  that,  as  the  law  stood  previous  to  its 
passage,  a  joint  survey  of  two  entries  belonging  to  the  same  person  or 
to  different  persons,  could  not  be  made.  The  right  to  join  different 
entries  in  the  same  survey,  then,  must  depend  on  this  act. 

The  first  and  second  sections  of  this  act  relate  exclusively  to 
entries  made  in  or  adjoining  to  the  great  swamps  in  the  eastern 
parts  of  the  State. 

The  third  section  is  applicable  to  the  whole  country,  but  provides 
only  for  the  case  of  entries  made  by  two  or  more  persons.  It  is, 
therefore,  contended  that  the  court  cannot  extend  the  provision  to 
the  case  of  distinct  entries  belonging  to  the  same  person. 

For  this  distinction  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  a  reason.  No 
motive  can  be  imagined  for  allowing  two  or  more  persons  to  unite 
their  entries  in  one  survey,  which  does  not  apply  with  at 
[  •  97  ]  least  as  much  force  for  allowing  *a  single  person  to  unite 
his  entries  adjoining  each  other  in  one  survey.  It  appears 
to  the  court  that  the  case  comes  completely  within  the  spirit,  and 
is  not  opposed  by  the  letter,  of  the  law.  The  case  provided  for 
is,  "where  two  or  more  persons  agree  to  have  their  entries  sur- 
veyed jointly,"  6cc.  Now  this  agreement  does  not  prevent  the  sub- 
sequent assignment  of  the  entries  to  one  of  the  parties ;  and  the 
assignment  is  itself  the  agreement  of  the  assignor  that  the  assignee 
may  survey  the  entries  jointiy  or  separately,  at  his  election.  The 
court  is  of  opinion  that,  under  a  sound  construction  of  this  law, 
entries  which  might  be  joined  in  one  survey,  if  remaining  the  prop- 
erty of  two  or  more  persons,  may  be  so  joined,  though  they  become 
the  property  of  a  single  person. 

The  second  objection  to  the  admission  of  the  grant  is,  that  the 
amount  of  the  consideration  originally  expressed  on  its  face  appears 
to  have  been  torn  out. 

The  grant  stands  thus:  "for  and  in  consideration  of pounds," 

&C. 
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The  court  is  unanimously  and  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  is 
nothing  in  this  objection.  It  is  not  suggested,  nor  is  there  any  reason' 
to  believe^that  the  words  were  obliterated  for  fraudulent  purposes, 
or  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  grant  They  may  have  been 
taken  out  by  some  accident ;  and  there  is  no  difficulty  in  supplying 
the  lost  words.  The  consideration  paid  was  lOL  for  each  100  acres ; 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  word  "  ten  "  is  the  word  which  is 
obliterated.  Had  the  whole  grant  been  lost,  a  copy  might  have  been 
given  in  evidence ;  and  it  would  be  strange  if  the  original  should  be 
excluded  because  a  word  which  could  not  be  mistaken,  and  which, 
indeed,  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  grant,  has  become 
illegible. 

The  third  exception  is,  that  the  grant,  on  its  face,  appears  fraud- 
ulent, because  it  has  issued  for  25,060  acres  of  land,  although  the 
lines  which  circumscribe  it,  and  which  are  recited  in  it,  comprehend' 
upwards  of  60,000  acres. 

Without  inquiring  into  the  effect  of  a  grant  *  conveying  [  *  98  ] 
50,000  acres  of  land  under  a  sale  of  25,000  acres,  it  will  be 
sufficient  to  observe  that,  in  this  case,  the  surplus  land  is  compre- 
hended in  prior  entries,  and  is  consequently  not  conveyed  by  this 
grant.     This  exception,  therefore,  is  inapplicable  to  the  case. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  this  court  that  there  was  no  error  in  permitting 
the  grant  under  which  the  defendant  claimed  title,  to  go  to  the  jury. 

The  remaining  exceptions  were  taken  after  the  grant  was  before 
the  jury,  and  are  for  causes  not  apparent  on  its  face.  They  present 
one  general  question  of  great  importance  to  landholders  in  the 
State  of  Tennessee.  It  is  this :  Is  it  in  any,  and  if  any,  in  what 
cases  allowable,  in  an  ejectment,  to  impeach  a  grant  from  the  State, 
for  causes  anterior  to  its  being  issued  ? 

In  cases  depending  on  the  statutes  of  a  State,  and  more  especially 
in  those  respecting  titles  to  land,  this  court  adopts  the  construction 
of  the  State  where  that  construction  is  settled,  and  can  be  ascer- 
tained. But  it  is  not  understood  that  the  courts  of  Tennessee  have 
decided  any  other  point  bearing  on  the  subject  than  this,  that  under 
their  statutes,  declaring  an  elder  grant  founded  on  a  younger  entry  to 
be  void,  the  priority  of  entries  is  examinable  at  law ;  and  that  a 
junior  patent,  founded  on  a  prior  entry,  shall  prevail  in  an  ejectment 
against  a  senior  patent  founded  on  a  junior  entry.  The  question 
whether  there  are  other  cases  in  which  a  party  may,  at  law,  go 
beyond  the  grant  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  it,  remains  undecided. 

The  laws  for  the  sale  of  public  lands  provide  many  guards  to  secure 
the  regularity  of  grants,  to  protect  the  incipient  rights  of  individuals, 
and  also  to  protect  the  State  from  imposition.   Officers  are  appointed 

24* 
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to  superintend  the  bnsiness ;  and  rules  are  framed  prescribing  their 
duty.  These  rules  are,  in  general,  directory ;  and  when  all  the  pro- 
ceedings are  completed  by  a  patent  issued  by  the  authq/ity  of  the 
State,  a  compliance  with  these  rules  is  presupposed.  That  every 
prerequisite  has  been  performed,  is  an  inference  properly  deducible, 

and  which  every  man  has  a  right  to  draw  firom  the  exist- 
[  •  99  ]  ence  of  the  grant  itself.     It  would,  therefore,  be  •extremely 

unreasonable  to  avoid  a  grant  in  any  court  for  irregidarities 
in  the  conduct  of  those  who  are  appointed  by  the  government  to 
supervise  the  progressive  course  of  a  title  from  its  commencement 
to  its  consummation  in  a  patent.  But  there  are  some  things  so 
essential  to  the  validity  of  the  contract,  that  the  great  principles  of 
justice  and  of  law  would  be  violated,  did  there  not  exist  some 
tribunal  to  which  an  injured  party  might  appeal,  and  in  which  the 
means  by  which  an  elder  title  was  acquired,  might  be  examined.  Li 
general,  a  court  of  equity  appears  to  be  a  tribunal  better  adapted  to 
this  object  than  a  court  of  law.  On  an  ejectment,  the  pleadings 
give  no  notice  of  those  latent  defects  of  which  the  party  means  to 
avail  himself;  and,  should  he  be  allowed  to  use  them,  the  holder  of 
the  elder  grant  might  often  be  surprised.  But,  in  equity,  the  specific 
points  must  be  brought  into  view ;  the  various  circumstances  con- 
nected with  those  points  are  considered;  and  all  the  testimony 
respecting  them  may  be  laid  bofore*  the  court  The  defects  in  the 
title  are  the  particular  objects  of  investigation ;  and  the  decision  of 
a  court  in  the  last  resort  upon  them  is  decisive.  The  court  may,  on 
a  view  of  the  whole  case,  annex  equitable  conditions  to  its  decree,  or 
order  what  may  be  reasonable,  without  absolutely  avoiding  a  whole 
grant.  In  the  general,  then,  a  court  of  equity  is  the  more  eligible 
tribunal  for  these  questions ;  and  they  ought  to  be  excluded  from  a 
court  of  law.  But  there  are  cases  in  which  a  grant  is  absolutely 
void ;  as  where  the  State  has  no  title  to  the  thing  granted ;  or  where 
the  officer  had  no  authority  to  issue  the  grant  In  such  cases,  the 
validity  of  the  grant  is  necessarily  examinable  at  law. 

Having  premised  these  general  principles,  the  court  will  proceed  to 
consider  the  exceptions  to  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  in  this 
case,  and  the  testimony  rejected  by  that  opinion. 

The  case  does  not  present  distinct  exceptions  to  be  considered 
separately,  but  a  single  exception  to  a  single  opinion,  rejecting  the 
whole  testimony  offered  by  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  offered  to 
prove  that  no  entries  were  ever  made  authorizing  the  issuing  of  the 
warrants  on  which  the  grant  to  Sevier  was  founded,  and  that  the 

warrants  themselves  were  forgeries.  He  also  offered  to 
[  •  100  ]  *  prove,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  cession  to  congress  of  the 
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territory  in  which  these  lands  lie,  the  warrants  did  not  exist,  nor  were 
tiiere  any  locations  in  the  office  from  which  they  purport  to  have 
issued,  to  justify  their  issuing. 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina  itself,  the  want  of  an  entry  would 
seem  to  be  a  defect  sufficient  to  render  a  grant  null* 

The  act  of  1777,  which  opens  the  land-office  and  directs  the  ap- 
pointment of  an  officer  in  each  county,  denominated  an  entry-taker, 
to  receive  entries  of  all  vacant  lands  in  his  county,  directs  the  entry- 
taker,  if  the  lands  shall  not  be  claimed  by  some  other  person  within 
three  months,  to  deliver  to  the  party  a  copy  of  the  entry  vidth  its 
proper  number,  and  an  order  to  the  county  surveyor  to  survey  the 
same.     This  order  is  called  a  warrant 

The  ninth  section  of  the  act  then  declares,  "  that  every  right,  &c., 
by  any  person  or  persons  set  up  or  pretended  to  any  of  the  before- 
mentioned  landjs,  which  shall  not  be  obtained  in  manner  by  this  act 
directed,  or  by  purchase  or  inheritance  from  some  person  or  persons- 
becoming  proprietors  by  virtue  thereof,  or  which  shall  be  obtained  in 
fraud,  evasion,  or  elusion  of  the  provisions  and  restrictions  thereof, 
shall  be  deemed  and  are  hereby  declared  utterly  void." 

The  act  of  1783,^  which  again  opens  the  land-office,  appoints  an 
entry-taker  for  the  western  district,  and  prescribes  rules  for  making 
entries  in  his  office,  and  for  granting  warrants  similar  to  those  which 
had  been  framed  for  the  government  of  the  entry-takers  of  the 
respective  counties. 

In  the  year  1789,  North  Carolina  ceded  to  congress  the  territory  in 
which  the  lands  lie  for  which  Sevier's  grant  was  made,  reserving, 
however,  all  existing  rights  under  the  State,  which  were  to  be  per- 
fected according  to  the  laws  of  North  Carolina.  This  cession  was 
accepted  by  congress. 

Sevier's  survey  is  dated  on  the  26th  day  of  May,  1795. 

•  The  lands  for  which  the  warrants  were  granted,  by  vir-  [  *  101  ] 
tue  of  which  the  survey  was  made,  lie  within  that  district  of 
country  for  which  the  land-office  was  opened  by  the  act  of  1777. 
Had  the  survey  been  made  on  the  land  originally  claimed  by  these 
warrants,  it  must  have  been  a  case  directly  within  the  ninth  section 
of  the  act ;  and  the  right  is  declared  by  that  section  to  be  utterly 
void.  But  the  survey  was  made  on  different  lands  by  virtue  of  an 
act  which  empowers  the  surveyor  so  to  do  in  all  cases  of  entries  on 
lands  previously  appropriated.  This  clause  in  the  law,  however, 
does  not  authorize  a  survey  where  no  entry  has  been  made ;  and 
such  survey  would  also  come  completely  within  the  provision  of  the 
ninth  section.  In  such  case,  there  is  no  power  in  the  agents  of  the 
State  to  make  the  grant ;  and  a  grant  so  obtained,  is  declared  to  be 
void. 
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This  subject  is  placed  in  a  very  strong  point  of  view  by  consider- 
ing it  in  connection  with  the  cession  made  to  the  United  States. 
After  that  cession,  the  State  of  North  Carolina  had  no  power  to  sell 
an  acre  of  land  within  the  ceded  territory.  No  right  could  be  ac- 
quired under  the  laws  of  that  State.  But  the  right  was  reserved  to 
perfect  incipient  titles.  The  fact  that  this  title  accrued  before  the 
cession,  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  grant.  It  is,  of  course, 
open  to  examination.  The  survey  was  not  made  until  May,  1795, 
many  years  posterior  to  the  cession.  It  purports,  however,  to  have 
been  made  by  virtue  of  certain  warrants  founded  on  entries  which 
may  have  been  made  before  the  cession.  But  if  these  warrants  had 
no  existence  at  the  time  of  the  cession,  if  there  were  no  entries  to 
justify  them,  what  right  could  this  grantee  have  had  at  the  time  of 
the  cession  ?  The  court  can  perceive  none ;  and  if  none  existed,  the 
grant  is  void  for  want  of  power  in  the  State  of  North  Carolina  to 
make  it 

K,  as  the  plaintiff  offered  to  prove,  the  entries  were  never  made, 
and  the  warrants  were  forgeries,  then  no  right  accrued  under  the  act 
of  1777 ;  no  purchase  of  the  land  was  made  from  the  State ;  and, 
independent  of  the  act  of  cession  to  the  United  States,  the  grant  is 

void,  by  the  express  words  of  the  law. 
[  *102  ]  If  entries  were  made  in  the  county  of  Washington,  •but 
no  commencement  of  right  had  taken  place  in  the  ceded 
territory  previous  to  the  cession,  so  as  to  bring  the  party  within  the 
reservation  contained  in  the  act  of  cession,  then  the  grant  must  be 
void,  there  beinjg  no  authority  in  the  grantor  to  make  it  In  rejecting 
testimony  to  these  points,  the  circuit  court  erred ;  and  their  judgment 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

C.  LeCy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

JoneSj  contra.    • 

1  W.482}  5  W.293;  11  W.380;  12  W.  153;  2  P.  216;  6  P.  291,  691  j  15  P.  93;  4  H.  37, 

353;  14  H.  488. 
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The  Ship  Richmond  v.  The  United  Stated. 

9  C.  102 

Under  the  Non-Intercooxse  Act  of  Jane  28, 1809,  (2  Stats,  at  Laige,  550,)  a  vessel  could  ^i^-Z/jJ 
not  proceed  to  a  prohibited  port,  eren  in  ballast.  //^        ,^'f 

The  seizure  of  a  vessel,  bj  the  naval  force  of  the  United  States,  in  waters  belonging  ^  //O 
another  friendly  power,  does  not  render  unlawful  regular  judicial  proceedings  against  the     ^  -  ^  "^   ^ 


1,  instituted  after  her  arrival  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 
The  caae  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
Harper^  for  the  claimant 
Jones  and  Pinkney^  for  the  United  States. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

The  ship  Richmond,  an  American  registered  vessel,  sailed  from 
Philadelphia  in  ballast,  in  December,  1809,  with  a  clearance  from 
New  York,  but  proceeded  to  Portsmouth  in  Great  Britain,  where  she 
arrived  in  1810.     She  made  two  voyages  to  Amelia  Island,  in  East 
Florida,  during  the  second  of  which  she  was  seized  in  St  Mary's 
River,  by  gunboat  No.  62,  January  14,  1812,  and  libelled  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Georgia,  for  violating  the  act  passed  the  28th 
of    Jane,  1809,  for  amending  the   non-intercourse  *law.  [*103] 
The  Richmond  was  condemned  in  both  the  district  and  cir- 
cuit courts,  and  from  their  sentence  the  claimants  have  appealed  to       / 
this  court 

The  claimants  contend, 
.    1.  That  the  vessel  was  not  liable  to  forfeiture. 

2.  That  the  seizure  was  made  within  the  territory  of  Spain,  and 
that  all  proceedings  founded  thereon  are  void. 

When  The  Richmond  sailed  from  Philadelphia,  commercial  inter- 
course between  the  ports  of  Great  Britain,  and  those  of  the  United 
States,  was  permitted.  But  the  act  of  the  28th  of  Jmie,  1809,  en- 
acts, that "  no  ship  or  vessel  bound  to  a  foreign  port  or  place  with 
w^hich  commercial  intercourse  has  been  or  may  be  thus  permitted, 
except,  &C.,  shall  be  allowed  to  depart  unless  the  owner  or  owners, 
consignee  or  factor  of  such  ship  or  vessel  shall,  with  the  master,  have 
given  bond,  with  one  or  more  sureties,  to  the  United  States,  in  a  sum 
double  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  that  the  vessel  shall  not 
proceed  to  any  port  or  place  with  which  commercial  intercourse  is 
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not  thus  permitted,  nor  be  directly  nor  indirectly  engaged  during  the 
voyage  in  any  trade  with  such  port  or  place."  If  a  vessel  shall 
depart  without  having  given  such  bond,  the  vessel  with  her  cargo 
are  declared  to  be  wholly  forfeited. 

It  is  contended  that  this  act  does  not  apply  to  vessels  departing 
from  the  United  States,  to  a  pennitted  port,  in  ballast 

The  act  is  certainly  not  expressed  with  .all  the  precision  that  could 

be  wished.     The  case  contemplated  by  the  legislature  most  probably 

was  that  of  a  vessel  sailing  with  a  cargo ;  but  there  is  reason  to  be- 

.  lieve  that  a  vessel  departing  in  baUast  also,  was  within  the  meaning 

and  intent  of  the  law.     The  bond  is  provided  to  prevent  a  breach  of 

the  existing  restrictive  laws  by  a  vessel  clearing  out  or  sailing  for  a 

permitted  port,  but  actually  proceeding  to  a  prohibited  port     This 

might  be  done  by  a  vessel  with  or  without  a  cargo ;  and 

[  *  104  ]  the  condition  of  the  bond  would  be  violated  in  its  letter  as 

well  as  spirit,  by  *the  vessel's  sailing  without  the  cai^  to 

a  prohibited  port     The  court  understands  the  law,  then,  directing  a 

bond  to  be  given  in  double  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  to 

apply  to  the  cargo  if  there  be  a  cargo,  but  to  the  vessel  only  if  there 

be  no  cargo. 

The  seizure  of  an  American  vessel  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction 
of  a  foreign  power,  is  certainly  an  offence  against  that  power,  which 
must  be  adjusted  between  the  two  governments.  This  court  can  take 
no  cognizance  of  it ;  and  the  majority  of  the  court  is  of  opinion  that 
the  law  does  not  connect  that  trespass,  if  it  be  one,  with  the  subse- 
quent seizure  by  the  civil  authority,  under  the  process  of  the  district 
court,  so  as  to  annul  the  proceedings  of  that  court  against  the  vessel 
One  judge,  who  does  not  concur  in  this  opinion,  considers  the  testi- 
mony  as  sufficient  to  prove  that  The  Richmond,  when  first  seized  by 
the  gunboat,  was  within  the  jurisdictional  limits  of  the  United 
States. 

2%e  sentence  is  affirmed^  with  costs. 

9  W.  3»I. 
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Arnold  and  others  v.  The  United  States. 

9  C.  104. 

The  act  of  J0I7  1, 181 2,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  768,)  took  effect  on  the  day  of  its  passage,  and/^  \^'.  4^/''J 
the  cargo  of  a  yessel  arriving  on  that  daj,  is  liable  to  the  additional  duties  imposed  hj/S  T.  J^r  '' 
that  act.  /yW4'     -'-^ 

To  constitute  an  importation  so  as  to  attach  the  right  to  daties,  an  arrival  within  the  limits  ^        7^J() 
of  some  port  of  entry  is  necessary.  V^     ,  ^ 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of '^^^   "    -V 
Rhode  Island.     The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  .^£  "^     ^ 

j/£  ^  \ 

•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  [  *  119  ] 

The  United  States  brought  an  action  of  debt  against  the 
defendants  on  a  bond  given  for  the  payment  of  duties  on  goods 
imported  in  the  brig  Dover  into  the  port  of  Providence. 

Upon  the  pleadings  in  the  court  below,  judgment  was  given  in 
favor  of  ^  the  United  States,  and  the  defendants  have  brought  the 
present  writ  of  error  to  reverse  that  judgment. 

The  material  facts  are,  that  the  brig  arrived  within  the  Umits  of 
the  United  States  on  the  30th  day  of  June,  1812,  and  within  the 
collection  district  of  Providence,  on  the  first  day  of  July,  1812.  On 
the  second  day  of  July,  an  entry  was  duly  made  at  the  custom-house,  | 

and  the  present  bond  was  then  executed. 

The  principal  question  which  has  been  argued  is,  whether  on  these 
facts  the  goods  are  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  double  duties 
imposed  by  the  act  of  the  first  day  of  July,  1812,  c.  112.  That  act 
provides  "  that  an  additional  duly  of  100  per  cent  upon  the  per- 
manent duties  now  imposed  by  law,  &c.,  shall  be  levied  and  collected 
upon  aU  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises  which  shall,  firom  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  be  imported  into  the  United  States  from  any 
foreign  port  or  place."  It  is  contended  that  this  statute  did  not  take 
eflfect  until  the  second  day  of  July ;  nor,  indeed,  until  it  was  formally 
promulgated  and  published.  We  cannot  yield  assent  to  this 
construction.  The  statute  was  to  take  effect  •  firom  its  [  *  120  ] 
passage ;  and  it  is  a  general  rule  that  where  the  computation 
is  to  be  made  firom  an  act  done,  the  day  on  which  the  act  is  done  is 
to  be  included. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  importation  was  complete  by  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  within  the  jurisdictional  limits  of  the  United 
States,  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  June.     We  have  no  diflSiculty  in  over- 
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ruling  this  argument.  To  constitute  an  importation  so  as  to  attach 
the  right  to  duties,  it  is  necessary  not  only  that  there  should  be  an 
arrival  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  of  a  collection 
district,  but  also  within  the  limits  of  some  port  of  entry.  This  was 
expressly  decided  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Vowell,  5 
Cranch,  368. 

Without  therefore  adverting  to  the  consideration  of  the  regularity 
or  sufficiency  of  the  pleadings,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  on  the 
merits  the  judgment  must  be  affiirmed. 

Jtulgnient  affirmed^  with  six  per  cent,  damc^es^  and  costs* 

12  W.  419.  13  P.  486. 


The   St.  Lawrenob,  Webb,  Master.    ATGregor   and  Penniman, 

claimants. 

9  C.  120. 

If,  upon  the  breaking  out  of  a  war  with  this  country,  our  dtiiens  have  a  right  to  withdraw 

tlieir  property  from  the  enemy-s  country,  it  must  be  done  within  a  reasonable  time.  ' 
Eleven  months  after  the  dedantion  of  war  is  too  late. 

Appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
New  Hampshire,  condemning  The  ship  St  Lawrence  and  cargo. 
All  the  claims  in  this  case,  except  those  of  IVPGregor  and  Penniman 
for  certain  parts  of  the  cargo,  were  settled  at  the  last  term,  and  with 
regard  to  these  further  proof  was  ordered. 

No  further  proof  having  been  produced,  the  case  was  submitted  to 
the  court,  without  argument 

Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows  :  — 
[  *  121  ]  •  The  only  claims  in  this  case  now  remaining  for  the 
consideration  of  the  court,  are  those  of  Mr.  Penniman  and 
WPGregor.  Further  proof  was  dhrected,  at  the  last  term,  to  be  made 
in  respect  to  those  claims ;  and  no  additional  evidence  having  been 
produced,  beyond  that  which  was  then  disclosed  to  the  court,  the 
causes  have  been  submitted  for  a  final  decision. 

In  respect  to  the  claim  of  Mr.  Penniman,  the  evidence  is  very 
strong  that  the  goods  were  purchased  some  time  before  the  war,  by 
his  agent  in  Great  Britain,  on  his  sole  account     They  were  not, 
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however,  shipped  for  the  United  States  until  the  latter  part  of  May, 
1813. 

It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  court  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the 
right  of  an  American  citizen,  on  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities,  to 
withdraw  his  property  purchased  before  the  war,  from  an  enemy 
country.  Admitting  such  right  to  exist,  it  is  necessary  that  it  should 
be  exercised  with  due  diligence,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
the  knowledge  of  hostilities.  To  admit  a  citizen  to  withdraw  prop- 
erty from  an  enemy  country,  a  long  time  after  the*  war,  under  the 
pretence  of  its  having  been  purchased  before  the  war,  would  lead  to 
the  most  injurious  consequences,  and  hold  out  strong  temptations  to 
every  species  of  firaudulent  and  illegal  traffic  with  the  enemy.  To 
such  an  unlimited  extent  we  are  all  satisfied  that  the  right  cannot 
exist.  The  present  shipment  was  not  made  until  more  than  eleven 
months  had  elapsed  after  war  was  declared;  and  we  are  all  of 
opinion  that  it  was  then  too  late  for  the  party  to  make  the  shipment, 
so  as  to  exempt  him  from  the  penalty  attached  to  an  iUegal  traffic 
with  ttie  enemy.  The  consequence  is,  that  the  property  of  IVIr. 
Penniman  must  be  condemned. 

And.  this  decision  is  fatal,  also,  to  the  claim  of  Mr.  M'Gregor. 
Independent,  indeed,  of  this  principle,  there  are  many  circumstances 
in  the  case  unfavorable  to  the  latter  gentleman.  In  the  first  place,  it 
is  not  pretended  that  the  goods  included  in  his  claim  were  purchased 
before  the  war.  In  the  next  place,  he  was  the  projector  of  the  pres- 
ent voyage,  and  became,  as  to  one  moiety,  the  charterer  or 
purchaser  of  the  ship.  •  Nearly  all  the  cargo  consisted  of  [  *  122  ] 
goods  belonging  (as  it  must  now  be  deemed)  exclusively  to 
Britiflh  merchants.  He  was,  therefore,  engaged  in  an  illegal  traffic  of 
the  most  noxious  nature ;  a  traffic  not  only  prohibited  by  the  law  of 
war,  but  by  the  municipal  regulations  of  his  adopted  country.  His 
whole  property,  therefore,  embarked  in  such  an  enterprise,  must  alike 
be  infected  with  the  taint  of  forfeiture. 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  must,  therefore,  as  to  these 
claims,  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


VOL.  III. 
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Drvmmond's  Administratobs  t;.  Maoruder  &  Ck>.'8  Trustsbs. 

9  C.  132. 

I  A/  ^^,j  /  The  certificate  of  a  person  styling  himself  clerk  of  Baltimore  county  court,  that  the  ptper 
to  which  his  certificate  is  annexed  is  a  copy  of  a  deed  taken  from  the  records  of  that  coart, 
unaccompanied  by  snch  a  certificate  as  the  act  of  congress  requires,  to  show  that  the  attes- 
tation is  in  dae  form,  &c.,  does  not  make  the  copy  evidence  in  the  circnit  coart  of  the 
United.  States  for  Yuginia. 
But  as  the  objection  was  technical  merely,  the  bill  was  not  dismissed ;  the  cause  was 
remanded  to  the  circnit  court  for  further  proceedings. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

P.  B.  Keffj  for  the  appellants. 

R.  L  Taylor^  conixk. 

[  *  124  ]      *  Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows:  — 

The  appellees  filed  their  bill  on  the  equity  side  of  the  circuit  court 
of  Virginia  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  a  sum  of  money  due  firom 
William  Drummond  to  William  B.  Magruder  &  Co.  To  entitle 
themselves  to  sustain  this  suit,  they  allege,  in  their  bill,  that  they  are 
creditors  and  trustees  of  William  B.  Magruder  &  Co.,  by  virtue  of  a 
deed  of  assignment  annexed  to  the  bill  as  part  thereof.  This  exhibit 
purports  to  be  an  assignment  to  the  complainants  of  all  the  partner- 
ship effects,  debts,  and  credits  of  William  B.  Magruder  &  Co.,  in  tnist 
for  the  payment  of  certain  favored  creditors  of  that  company,  amongst 
whom  are  the  complainants. 

The  appellants  filed  their  answer,  denying  any  knowledge  of  such 
a  copartnership  as  William  B.  Magruder  &  Co.,  and  call  upon  the 
complainants  to  prove  the  same.  They  also  deny  any  knowledge  of 
the  deed  of  trust  mentioned  in  and  annexed  to  the  bill,  and  call  upon 
the  complainants  to  make  full  proof  of  it  To  this  answer  there  was 
a  general  replication;  and  the  cause  being  heard  upon  these  pro- 
ceedings, the  exhibits  and  examination  of  witnesses  and  the  report  of 
the  master  commissioner,  a  decree  was  rendered  for  the  complainants 
for  the  sum  reported  to  be  due  firom  the  defendant  to  William  B. 
Magruder  &  Co.,  from  which  decree  the  defendants  appealed  to  this 
court 
f  [  •  125  ]      *  The  exhibit  mentioned  in  and  annexed  to  the  bill, 

alleged  to  be  an  indenture  of  assignment  from  William  B. 
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Magnider  &  Co.,  to  the  complainants,  appears  to  be  a  copy  of  a 
sealed  instrument  certified  to  be  a  true  copy  from  the  records  of 
Baltimore  county  court,  under  the  hand  of  William  Gibson,  who 
styles  himself  derk  of  that  court.  The  record  contains  no  other 
evidence  of  the  authenticity  of  this  instrument ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  circuit  court  erred  in  decreeing  upon  this  evidence  in 
favor  of  the  appellees. 

The  right  of  the  appellees  to  bring  this  suit  is,  by  their  own 
showing,  merely  derivative ;  and,  consequently,  it  was  incumbent  on 
them  to  prove,  by  legal  evidence,  that  the  deed  of  assignment  from 
William  B.  Magnider  &  Co.,  under  which  they  claimed  this  right  to* 
sue  a  debtor  of  that  house,  was  duly  executed.  The  answer  put 
this  matter  directly  in  issue,  by  denying  any  knowledge  of  the  deed 
exhibited  with  the  bill,  and  requiring  full  proof  to  be  made  of  it. 
This  court  is  not  at  liberty  to  presume  that  any  other  proof  of  this 
deed  was  given  in  the  court  below  than  what  appears  on  the  record 
That  proof  consists  in  the  certificate  of  a  person  who  styles  himself 
clerk  of  Baltimore  county  court,  that  the  paper  to  which  his  certifi- 
cate is  annexed,  is  a  copy  of  a  deed  taken  from  the  records  of  the 
court  of  that  county ;  but  there  is  no  such  certificate  as  the  act  of 
congress  requues  to  satisfy  the  court  that  the  attestation  affixed  to 
this  copy,  is  in  due  form.  It  follows  that  the  instrument  so  certified 
cannot  be  noticed  as  a  copy  of  a  deed  from  William  B.  Magruder 
&  Co. ;  and  as  it  is  the  foundation  of  the  complainants'  right,  the 
eourt  erred  in  decreeing  in  favor  of  the  complainants  upon  such 
defective  evidence.  But  as  this  court  cannot  fail  to  perceive  that  the 
objection  to  the  proof  of  this  instrument  is  merely  technical,  and 
was  probably  not  made  at  all  in  the  circuit  court,  it  would  seem 
improper  to  dismiss  the  bill  absolutely.  The  court  is  unanimous  in 
reversing  the  decree ;  and  a  majority  are  of  opinion  that  the  cause 
onght  to  be  remitted  to  the  circuit  court  of  Virginia  for  further 
proceedings  to  be  had  therein. 

Decree  reversed,  and  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

6  W.  550. 
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[  *126  ]  *Thb  Maby,  Stafford,  Master. 

9  C.  1S6. 

^//  ^  ^-^  )^-  In  a  prize  caiue,  the  claimant  of  catgo  Is  not  precluded  bj  a  lentenoe,  condemniDg  the  resiel 
VV  4     ( "^^C        ^  enemies*  property,  for  want  of  a  daim,  from  showing,  in  the  same  cause,  that  the  vessel, 
'   ^'^^   ^    in  fact,  was  American  property,  and  her  owner,  without  any  fault  of  the  claimant  of  ttie 
/\A/A-  '<>.'>      cargo,  has  neglected  to  interpose  a  claim.  » 

/  WA.  "^  -Z^  K  detention  by  perils  of  the  sea,  or  an  act  of  the  enemy,  does  not  render  unlawful  a  Toyage 
V  i^^A,     7 (J,     lawful  in  its  inception. 

?/  .    r  c^     The  case  of  The  Thomas  Gibbons,  (8  C.  421,)  affirmed,  and  its  principles  applied  to  thii 
case. 
The  holder  of  a  bottomry  bond  cannot  claim  in  a  prize  cause. 


^7;         >^    for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island,  in  a  cause  of  prize.    The  case  is 
'  -^      w  7~-^  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 


Appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 


/ 


£.  ^- 


/ 1 


Woodward  and  EmmeU^  for  the  captors. 

Stockton  and  Pinkney^  for  the  claimants. 

[  *  139  ]  *  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  — 
Nanning  J.  Visscher,  an  American  citizen,  administrator  of  General 
Ghirret  Fisher,  deceased,  went  to  Great  Britain  in  the  year  1811,  for 
the  purpose  of  collecting  the  estate  of  the  said  General  Garret 
Fisher,  in  that  country,  and  remitting  it  to  the  United  States,  for 
those  who  were  entitled  to  it  by  law.  Immediately  after  the  repeal 
of  the  orders  in  council,  the  said  Nanning  J.  Visscher  invested  a 
considerable  portion  of  the  funds  of  the  said  estate  in  British  mer- 
chandise, and  engaged  the  brig  Mary,  a  vessel  having  an  American 
register,  to  convey  it  to  the  United  States.  The  Mary  was  engaged 
at  Woolwich,  and  came  round  to  Bristol,  where  her  cargo  was 
procured.  She  began  to  take  it  on  board  on  the  3d  of  August, 
1812 ;  and  on  the  15th  of  August,  having  completed  her  lading,  she 
sailed  from  the  port  of  Bristol  for  the  United  States,  having  on 
board  a  British  license,  dated  on  the  8th  of  July,  1812.  While 
prosecuting  her  voyage  she  encountered  such  severe  weather,  and 
received  such  damage,  as  to  be  under  the  necessity,  in  order  to  avoid 
the  danger  of  foundering  at  sea,  to  put  into  the  port  of  Waterford, 
in  Ireland,  for  the  purpose  of  being  repaired.  While  lying 
[  *  140  ]  in  Waterford,  *  and  undergoing  repairs,  she  was  also  detain- 
ed by  a  general  embargo,  imposed  on  all  American  vessels 
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in  the  ports  of  Great  Britain.  The  Mary,  being  released  by  the 
high  court  of  admiralty,  and  her  repairs  being  completed,  her  license 
was  renewed  on  the  27th  of  March,  1813,  and  she  sailed  from 
Waterford,  for  Newport  in  Rhode  Island,  on  the  7th  of  the  following 
month.  On  the  22d  day  of  April  she  was  captured  by  the  American 
privateer  Paul  Jones,  Captain  Taylor,  and  brought  into  Newport, 
Rhode  Island,  where  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  libelled  as  enemy 
property.  No  daim  being  put  in  for  the  vessel,  she  was  condemned ; 
but  the  cargo,  which  was  claimed  by  Nanning  J.  Visscher,  for  him- 
self and  the  other  heirs  of  General  Fisher,  was  restored.  From  this 
sentence  the  captors  appealed.  In  the  circuit  court,  the  sentence  of 
the  district  court  was  reversed,  and  the  cargo  was  condemned.  From 
this  sentence  of  condemnation  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court, 
and  the  case  was  argued  at  the  last  term. 

The  President's  instructions  of  the  28th  of  August,  1812,  were 
then  for  the  first  time  relied  on,  but  it  was  not  admitted  on  the  part 
of  the  captors,  that  these  instructions  were  known  to  Captain  Taylor. 
For  the  ascertainment  of  this  important  fact,  it  was  necessary  to 
admit  further  proof! 

It  being  uncertain  how  this  fact  would  appear,  the  court  also 
directed  further  proof  on  other  points  which  were  involved  in  some 
degree  of  doubt. 

It  is  now  proved  incontestably  that  the  instructions  of  the  28th 
of  August  were  on  board  The  Paul  Jones  at  the  time  of  the  capture. 
These  additional  instructions  direct "  the  public  and  private  armed 
vessels  of  the  United  States  not  to  intercept  any  vessels  belonging 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  coming  from  British  ports  to  the 
United  States,  laden  with  British  merchandise,  in  consequence  of 
the  alleged  repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council." 

The  effect  and  operation  of  these  instructions  were  settled  in  the 
case  of  The  Thomas  Gibbons,  8  C.  421.  The  only  inquiry  to  be 
made  in  this  case  is,  do  they  apply  to  The  Mary  ? 

*  To  sustain  their  application,  it  must  appear —  [  *  141  ] 

1.  That  The  Mary  belonged,  at  the  time  of  capture,  to  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States. 

2.  That  she  was  coming  from  a  British  port  to  the  United  States, 
laden  with  British  merchandise,  in  consequence  of  the  alleged  repeal 
of  the  British  orders  in  council. 

1.  "Was  The  Mary  the  property  of  an  American  citizen  ? 

She  carried  an  American  register,  which  represented  her  as  the 
property  of  James  B.  Kennedy,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

She  sailed  from  Charleston,  in  South  Carolina,  as  an  American 
vessel,  commanded  by  Captain  .Stafford,  a  native  American  citizen, 

25* 
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who  continaed  to  command  her  until  her  captore,  and  who  always 
supposed  her  to  be  the  property  of  Mr.  Kennedy*  Her  first  license, 
which  was  granted  before  intelligence  of  the  declaration  of  war  had 
reached  England,  was  granted  to  her  as  an  American  vessel ;  and  in 
the  renewed  license  she  was  still  considered  as  an  American  vesseL 

In  opposition  to  this  testimony  is  the  deposition  of  one  of  the 
mariners,  who  supposes  one  Smith,  a  British  subject,  to  be  a  part 
owner  of  The  Mary,  because  the  captain  so  informed  him,  and 
because  Smith  ordered  the  people  about  as  much  as  Mr.  Kennedy  or 
the  captain. 

So  much  of  this  deposition  as  refers  to  the  [information  of  the 
captain,  is  not  very  probable ;  and  if  true,  must  either  discredit  the 
captain's  testimony,  or  be  considered  as  a  communication  made  foir 
some  particular  purpose  while  the  vessel  was  in  a  British  port  That 
part  of  it  which  states  Smith  to  have  ordered  the  people  about  as 
much  as  Mi.  Kennedy,  is  not  .very  intelligible,  since  Mr.  Kennedy, 
the  owner  of  The  Mary,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  on  board  the 

vessel,  or  at  Bristol,  or  at  Waterford. 
[  *  142  ]       *  Had  a  claim  been  put  in  for  The  Mary,  this  testimony, 
opposed  to  the  proof  furnished  by  the  register,  and  the 
deposition  of  the  captain,  would  have  been  light  indeed. 

But  no  claim  was  filed  for  The  Mary,  and  she  was,  consequently, 
according  to  the  course  of  the  court  of  admuralty,  condemned  as 
enemy  property. 

This  sentence  is  now  reUed  on  by  the  captors  as  establishing  the 
fact  The  argument  has  been  pressed  with  great  earnestness,  and  is 
certainly  entitled  to  serious  consideration. 

The  conclusive  effect  which  the  captors  would  give  to  this  sentence 
is  founded  in  part  on  reasoning  which  is  technical,  and  in  part  on 
the  operation  which  the  fact  itself  ought  to  have  on  the  human  mind 
in  producing  a  conviction  that  the  claim  was  not  filed  because  it 
could  not  be  sustained. 

A  sentence  of  a  court  of  admiralty  is  said  not  only  to  bind  the 
subject-matter  on  which  it  is  pronounced,  but  to  prove  conclusively 
the  facts  which  it  asserts.  This  principle  has  been  maintained  in  the 
courts  of  England,  particularly  as  applying  to  cases  of  insurance, 
and  has  been  adopted  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Croudson  and 
others  v.  Leonard,  4  C.  434.  Its  apjdication  to  the  case  at  bar  will 
be  considered. 

The  Mary  was  not  condemned  by  the  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of 
admiralty  in  a  case  prior  to  and  distinct  from  that  in  which  the  cargo 
was  libelled.  She  was  comprehended  in  the  same  libel  with  the 
cargo. 
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The  whole  subject  formed  but  one  cause,  and  the  whole  came  on 
together  before  the  same  judge.  By  the  rules  of  the  court  the  con- 
denmatioa  of  the  vessel  was  inevitable ;  not  because  in  fact  she  was 
British  property,  but  because  the  fact  was  charged,  and  was  not 
repelled  by  the  owner,  he  having  failed  to  appear  and  to  put  in  his 
claim.  The  judge  could  not  close  his  eyes  on  this  circumstance ; 
nor  could  he,  in  common  justice,  subject  the  cargo,  which  was 
claimed  according  to  the  course  of  the  court,  to  the  liabili- 
ties incurred  by  being  *  imported  in  a  hostile  bottom.  In  [  *  143  ] 
the  same  cause,  a  fact,  not  controverted  by  one  party,  who 
does  not  appear,  and  therefore  as  to  him  taken  for  confessed,  ought 
not,  on  that  implied  admission,  to  be  brought  to  bear  upon  another 
who  does  appear,  does  controvert,  and  does  disprove  it.  The  owners 
of  the  cargo  had  no  control  over  the  owner  of  the  vessel.  Visscher 
could  not  force  Kennedy  to  file  a  claim ;  nor  could  Visscher  file  a 
claim  for  him. 

The  evidence  that  the  vessel  was  American  property  could  not  be 
looked  into  so  far  as  respected  the  rights  of  Kennedy,  because  he  was 
in  contumacy ;  but  Visscher  was  not  in  contumacy.  He  was  not 
culpable  for,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  suffer  for,  the  contumacy  of 
Kennedy.  That  contumacy,  in  reason  and  in  justice,  ought  not  to 
have  prevented  the  district  court  from  looking  into  the  testimony  con- 
cerning proprietary  interest  in  the  vessel,  so  far  as  the  rights  of  other 
claimants  depended  on  that  interest.  Nor  is  the  court  informed  of  a 
legal  principle  which  should  have  restrained  the  district  judge  from 
looking  into  this  testimony.  If  we  reason  from  analogy,  we  find  no 
principle  adopted  by  the  courts  of  law  or  equity,  which,  in  its  applica- 
tion  to  courts  of  admiralty,  would  seem  to  subject  one  claimant  to 
injury  from  the  contumacy  of  another. 

A  judgment  against  one  defendant  for  the  want  of  a  plea,  or  a  decree 
against  one  defendant  for  want  of  an  answer,  does  not  prevent  any 
other  defendant  from  contesting,  so  far  as  respects  himself,  the  very 
facrt  which  is  admitted  by  the  absent  party. 

No  reason  is  perceived  why  a  different  rule  should  prevail  in  a 
coixrt  of  admiralty,  nor  is  the  court  informed  of  any  case  in  which  a 
different  rule  has  been  established. 

If  the  district  court  was  not  precluded  by  the  nonclaim  of  the 
owner  of  the  vessel  from  eiiamining  the  fact  of  ownership,  so  far  as 
that  fact  could  affect  the  cargo,  it  will  not  be  contended  that  an  ap- 
pellate court  may  not  likewise  examine  it. 

This  case  is  to  be  distinguished  from  those  which  *  have  [  *  144  ] 
been  decided  on  policies  of  insurance,  not  only  by  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  cause  respecting  the  vessel  and  the  cargo  came  on 
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at  the  same  time  before  the  same  coart,  bat  by  other  differences  in 
reason  and  in  law,  which  appear  to  be  essentiaL 

The  decisions  of  a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  are  necessarily 
conclusive  on  all  other  courts,  because  the  subject-matter  is  not 
examinable  in  them.  With  respect  to  itself,  no  reason  is  perceived 
for  yielding  to  them  a  further  conclusiveness  than  is  allowed  to  the 
judgments  and  decrees  of  courts  of  common  law  and  equity.  They 
bind  the  subject-matter  as  between  parties  and  privies. 

The  whole  world,  it  is  said,  are  parties  in  an  admiralty  cause  ;  and, 
therefore,  the  whole  world  is  bound  by  the  decision.  The  reason  on 
which  this  dictum  stands  will  determine  its  extent  Every  person 
may  make  himself  a  party,  and  appeal  from  the  sentence ;  but  notice 
of  the  controversy  is  necessary  in  order  to  become  a  party,  and  it  is 
a  principle  of  natural  justice,  of  universal  obligation,  that  before  the 
rights  of  an  individual  be  bound  by  a  judicial  sentence,  he  shall  have 
notice,  either  actual  or  implied,  of  the  proceedings  against  him. 
Where  these  proceedings  are  against  the  person,  notice  is  served  per- 
sonally, or  by  publication ;  where  they  are  in  rem^  notice  is  served 
upon  the  thing  itself.  This  is  necessarily  notice  to  all  those  who 
have  any  interest  in  the  thing,  and  is  reasonable  because  it  is  neces- 
sary, and  because  it  is  the  part  of  common  prudence  for  all  those  who 
have  any  interest  in  it,  to  guard  that  interest  by  persons  who  are  in 
a  situation  to  protect  it  Every  person,  therefore,  who  could  assert 
any  title  to  The  Mary,  has  constructive  notice  of  her  seizure,  and  may 
fairly  be  considered  as  a  party  to  the  libel.  But  those  who  have  no 
interest  in  the  vessel  which  could  be  asserted  in  the  court  of  admiralty, 
have  no  notice  of  her  seizure,  and  can,  on  no  principle  of  justice  or 
reason,  be  considered  as  parties  in  the  cause  so  far  as  respects  the 
vessel.  When  such  person  is  brought  before  a  court  in  which  the 
fact  is  examinable,  no  sufficient  reason  is  perceived  for  precluding 
him  from  reexamining  it.  The  judgment  of  a  court  of  common  law, 
or  the  decree  of  a  court  of  equity,  would,  under  such 
[  •  145  ]  •circumstances,  be  reexaminable  in  a  court  of  common  law, 
or  a  court  of  equity ;  and  no  reason  is  discerned  why  the 
sentence  of  a  court  of  admiralty,  under  the  same  circumstances, 
should  not  be  reexaminable  in  a  court  of  admiralty. 

This  reasoning  is  not  at  variance  with  the  decision,  that  the 
sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty,  condenming  a  vessel  or 
cargo  as  enemy  property,  is  conclusive  in  an  action  against  the 
underwriters  on  a  policy  in  which  the  property  is  warranted  to  be 
neutral. 

It  is  not  at  variance  with  that  decision,  because  the  question  of 
prize  is  one  of  which  courts  of  law  have  no  direct  cognizance,  and 
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because  the  owners  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  parties  to  the  libel 
against  them. 

In  the  case  of  Croudson  et  aL  r>.  Leonard,  4  C.  434,  two  judges 
expressed  their  opinions.  Those  who  were  silent,  but  who  concurred 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  undoubtedly  acquiesced  in  the  reasons 
assigned  by  those  judges.  On  the  conclusiveness  of  a  foreign  sen- 
tence, Judge  Johnson  said:  ^  The  doctrine  appears  to  me  to  rest  on 
three  very  obvious  considerations :  the  propriety  of  leaving  the  cog- 
nizance of  prize  questions  exclusively  to  courts  of  prize  jurisdiction ; 
the  very  great  inconvenience,  amounting  nearly  to  an  impossibility, 
of  folly  investigating  such  cases  in  a  court  of  common  law ;  and  the 
impropriety  of  revising  the  decisions  of  the  maritime  courts  of  other 
nations,  whose  jurisdiction  is  coordinate  throughout  the  world." 

These  reasons  undoubtedly  support  the  opinion  founded  on  them ; 
but  it  will  be  readily  perceived  that  they  would  not  apply  to  the  case 
before  the  court 

After  stating  the  conclusiveness  of  the  sentence  of  courts  of  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction.  Judge  Washington  said :  <*  This  rule,  when  applied 
to  the  sentences  of  courts  of  admiralty,  whether  foreign  or  domestic, 
produces  the  doctrine  which  I  am  now  considering,  upon  the  ground 
that  all  the  world  are  parties  in  an  admiralty  cause.  The  proceed- 
ings are  in  rem;  but  any  person  having  an  interest  in  the  prepay 
tnay  interpose  a  claim,  or  may  prosecute  an  appeal  from  the 
sentence.  *  The  insured  is  emphatically  a  party,  and  in  [  *  146  J 
every  instance  has  an  opportunity  to  controvert  the  alleged 
grounds  of  condemnation,  by  proving,  if  he  can,  the  neutrality  of  the 
property.  The  master  is  his  immediate  agent,  and  he  is  also  bound 
to  act  for  the  benefit  of  aU  concerned;  so  that  in  this  respect  he  also 
represents  the  insurer." 

The  very  foundation  of  this  opinion  that  the  insured  is  bound  by 
the  sentence  of  condemnation  is,  that  he  was  in  law  a  party  to  the 
suit,  and  had  a  full  opportunity  to  assert  his  rights.  This  decision 
cannot  be  applicable  to  one  in  which  the  person  to  be  affected  by 
Ihe  sentence  of  condemnation  was  not,  and  could  not  be  a  party 
to  it. 

If  the  sentence  condemning  The  Mary  did  not  technically  preclude 
the  owners  of  the  cargo  from  asserting  in  the  court  of  admiralty  her 
American  character,  the  weight  of  the  evidence  on  that  point  is  to  be 
fairly  estimated. 

In  support  of  her  American  character,  the  documentary  evidence 
is  complete  and  unequivocal ;  and  the  corroborative  testimony  is  cal- 
culated to  strengthen  a  belief  in  the  verity  of  the  register.  In  support 
of  her  hostile  character,  the  omission  of  the  owner  to  file  his  claim  is 
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chiefly  relied  on.  The  importance  of  this  circumstance  is  not  to  be 
controverted.  Its  weight,  however,  is  much  diminished  by  the  con- 
sideration that  the  case  aflfords  no  reasonable  ground  for  believing 
that  the  owner  could  have  been  restrained  firom  making  his  daim  by 
the  apprehension  of  failing  to  support  it  There  is  no  testimony,  and 
there  is  no  reason  to  suspect  that  any  testimony  was  attainable  which 
could  have  successfully  opposed  the  register.  This  consideration 
gives  plausibility  to  the  argument  that  the  worthlessness  of  the  vessel, 
the  bottomry  bond  with  which  she  was  charged,  the  expectation  that 
the  condemnation  would  relieve  him  firom  that  debt,  might  be  the 
motives  for  not  resisting  that  condemnation.  It  is  possible,  too,  that 
in  point  of  fact,  he  might  not  have  actual  notice  of  the  proceedings. 
This  is  not  to  be  presumed,  and  is  not  to  benefit  the  owner; 
[  •  147  ]  but  it  is  possible ;  and  may  be  taken  into  the  *  account  m 
estimating  the  effect  of  this  negligence  on  persons  who  are 
not  culpable  for  it 

It  has  been  said  that  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  and  that  Nanning  J. 
Visscher,  who  held  the  bottomry  bond,  ought  to  have  filed  a  claim. 
But  the  interest  under  the  bottomry  bond  could  not  have  been 
asserted ;  nor  had  the  owners  of  the  cargo  any  right  to  the  vessel 
Had  they  known  that  they  were  to  be,  in  any  manner,  affected  by  the 
character  of  the  vessel,  they  might,  and  most  probably  would  have 
exerted  themselves  to  have  brought  forward  Kennedy  as  a  claimant,  or 
to  have  accounted  for  his  silence ;  but  in  the  district  court  the  Presi- 
dent's instructions  were  unknown,  and  their  effect  unthought  of. 
The  owners  of  the  cargo,  therefore,  neither  troubled  themselves  about 
the  vessel,  nor  attempted  to  account  for  the  claim  to  her  not  being 
filed.  When  afterwards,  in  this  court,  the  bearing  of  those  instruc- 
tions was  discovered,  and  further  proof  was  directed,  that  direction 
did  not  extend  to  proof  which  might  account  for  the  failure  of  Ken- 
nedy to  assert  his  title  to  the  vessel.  This  may  excuse  the  claim- 
ants for  not  producing  testimony  to  that  point 

Upon  the  best  consideration  we  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon  the 
subject,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  The  Mary,  in  this  claim,  must  be 
deemed  to  have  been  the  property  of  an  American  citizen. 

2.  Did  she  sail  firom  a  British  port  in  consequence  of  the  alleged 
repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council  ? 

That  the  voyage,  in  its  inception,  was  produced  by  the  opinion  that 
the  repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council  would  terminate  the  differ- 
ences between  the  two  nations,  is  too  clear  for  controversy.  Had 
The  Mary  proceeded  directly  firom  Bristol  to  her  port  of  destination 
in  the  United  States,  the  counsel  for  the  captors  would  not  contend 
that  it  was  not  a  voyage  described  by  the  instructions  of  the  28th  of 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1815.  299 

The  Mary.    9  C. 

August  But  the  delay  in  the  port  of  Waterford,  it  is  said,  has 
broken  the  continuity  of  the  voyage,  and  in  deciding  on  its  character, 
the  departure  from  Waterford,  not  the  departure  from  Bristol,  must 
be  considered  as  its  commencement 

•  It  is  not  denied  that,  in  a  commercial  sense,  this  is  one  [  *  148  ] 
continued  voyage,  to  take  its  date  at  the  departure  of  The 
Mary  from  Bristol    But  it  is  urged  that  where  the  rights  of  war 
intervene,  a  different  construction  must  take  place. 

The  court  does  not  accede  to  the  correctness  of  this  distinction. 

The  Mary  was  forced  into  Waterford  by  irresistible  necessity,  and 
was  detained  there  by  the  operation  of  causes  she  could  not  controL 
Had  her  departure  been  from  a  neutral  port,  and  she  had  been  thus 
forced,  during  the  voyage,  into  a  hostile  port,  would  it  be  alleged 
that  she  had  incurred  the  liabilities  of  a  vessel  sailing  from  a  port  of 
the  enemy  ?  It  is  beUeved  that  this  allegation  could  not  be  sustained, 
and  that  it  would  not  be  made.  But  as  between  the  captors  and 
the  captured  in  this  case,  the  voyage  was,  in  its  commencement,  as 
innocent  as  if  made  from  a  friendly  port  The  detention  at  Water- 
ford, then,  can  no  more  affect  the  character  of  the  voyage  in  the  one 
case  than  in  the  other. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  owners  of  the  cargo  ought  to  have  applied 
to  the  American  government  for  a  license  to  bring  it  into  the  United 
States. 

So  far  as  respects  the  captors,  there  could  be  no  necessity  for  a 
license,  since  the  vessel  was  already  protected  from  them  by  the 
orders  of  the  President,  under  which  they  sailed ;  and  for  any  other 
purpose  a  license  was  unnecessary,  provided  the  importation,  if  the 
voyage  had  been  immediate  and  direct  from  Bristol,  could  be  justi- 
fied. 

If  a  cargo  be  innocently  put  on  board  in  an  enemy  country,  if  at 
that  time  it  be  lawful  to  import  it  into  the  United  States,  the  impor- 
tation cannot  be  rendered  unlawful  by  a  detention  occasioned,  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage,  either  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  or  the  act  of  the 
enemy,  unless  this  effect  be  produced  by  some  positive  act  of  the 
legislature. 

There  is  no  such  act 

*It  has  been  contended  that  the  act  for  the  remission  of  [  *  149  ] 
fines,  penalties,  and  forfeitures  in  certain  cases,  passed  on 
the  2d  of  January,  1813,'  controls  the  instructions  given  by  the  Presi- 
dent on  the  28th  of  August,  1812,  and  limits  the  operation  of  those 
instructions  to  the  specific  cases  described  by  congress ;  and  as  that 

^  2  Stats,  at  Large,  787. 
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act  protects  only  those  importations  which  were  made  previons  to  its 
passage,  it  has  been  argaed  that  the  President's  instructions  can  go 
no  further. 

Independent  of  the  war,  all  British  merchandise  was  excluded  firom 
the  ports  of  the  United  States  by  a  system  of  policy  supposed  to 
have  been  founded  on  the  British  orders  in  council. 

The  secretary  of  the  treasury  had  power  to  remit  forfeitures 
incurred  under  these  laws.  When  the  orders  in  council  were  repealed, 
large  shipments  were  made  of  British  merchandise,  by  American 
merchants,  in  the  full  confidence  that  the  American  restrictive  system 
would  fall  with  the  orders  which  produced  it.  This  opinion,  and  the 
proceedings  in  consequence  of  it,  were  thought  excusable  both  by  the 
executive  and  legislative  departments  of  government.  The  Presi- 
dent instructed  the  cruizers  of  the  United  States  not  to  molest  vessels 
of  this  description,  ^  but  on  the  contrary,  to  give  aid  and  assistance 
to  the  same ;  in  order  that  such  vessels  and  their  cargoes  may  be 
dealt  with,  on  their  arrival,  as  may  be  decided  by  the  competent 
authorities." 

These  instructions  act  solely  on  the  rights  of  war,  and  regulate  the 
conduct  of  the  public  and  private  armed  vessels  of  the  United  States. 

The  legislature  passed  an  act  on  the  2d  of  January,  1813,  taking 
away  the  discretion  of  the  secretary  of  the  treasury,  and  directing 
him  absolutely  to  remit  all  penalties  and  forfeitures  incurred  by  violat* 
ing  the  non-intercourse  laws,  in  all  cases  of  importation  made  before 
the  passage  of  the  act,  in  American  vessels,  provided  the  goods  were 
the  property  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  the  vessels  departed 
from  any  port  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Grreat  Britain  and  Ireland 
between  the  23d  day  of  June  and  the  15th  of  September  then  pre^ 

ceding. 
[  *  150  ]  *  This  act  does  not  contemplate  the  conduct  of  captors, 
or  the  rights  of  war.  Its  sole  object  is  to  remit  certain  penal- 
ties already  incurred  by  a  violation  of  municipal  law.  The  legislature 
does  not  appear  to  have  had  in  view  the  instructions  given  by  the 
President  to  the  armed  vessels  of  the  United  States,  much  less  to 
have  intended  to  control  those  instructions. 

But,  in  effecting  these  different  objects,  the  executive  and  the  legis- 
lature were  impelled  by  the  same  motive  —  the  peculiar  hardship  of 
exposing  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  such  a  case  to  the 
penalties  either  of  war,  or  of  municipal  law.  The  one  intended  to 
protect  from  capture,  the  other  from  forfeiture,  property  which  had 
been  shipped  in  the  reasonable  confidence  that  peace  and  commercial 
intercourse  between  the  two  countries  were  the  fruits  of  the  repeal 
of  the  British  orders  in  council.     The  President  recognized  the  prin- 
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dple,  but  left  the  time  within  which  it  should  operate  to  be  decided 
by  th^  armed  vessels  and  by  the  courts,  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  each  case.  The  legislature  prescribed  certain  limits  within  which 
it  should  operate.  This  court,  in  construing  the  less  explicit  instruct 
tions  of  the  President,  with  respect  to  the  departure  of  a  vessel  firom 
a  British  port,  has  respected  the  more  explicit  language  of  the  legis- 
lature on  the  same  subject  But  the  instructions  of  the  President 
relate  only  to  the  departure  of  the  vessel.  They  do  not  extend  to  the 
time  of  its  arrival  In  this  respect  there  is  nothing  to  be  explained. 
Consequentiy,  the  act  of  congress  can  furnish  no  aid  in  their  constmc- 
tion.  That  the  instructions  were  intended  to  protect  firom  capture 
aU  vessels  which  had  saUed  in  that  confidence  ^^ch  was  inspired  by 
the  repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council,  however  the  voyage  might 
be  protracted,  is  apparent  firom  their  language,  and  firom  the  fact  that 
they  continued  to  be  delivered  to  the  armed  vessels  of  the  United 
States  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  the  2d  of  January,  1813. 

It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  that  The  Mary  was,  at 
the  time  of  her  capture,  protected  by  the  instructions  under  which 
the  captor  sailed. 

This  opinion  renders  all  inquiry  into  the  character  of  the  cargo 
unnecessary. 

*  The  counsel  for  the  captors  have  claimed  their  costs  [  *  151  ] 
and  expenses,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  probable  cause 
of  capture. 

This  daim  is  sustained  by  the  court.  Further  proof  has  been 
required,  and  the  lateness  of  the  period  at  which  The  Mary  was 
found  on  the  ocean,  justified  a  suspicion  that  her  case  was  not  one 
to  which  the  instructions  of  the  President  extended. 

lie  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  condemning  the  cargo  of  The 
Mary  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  that  court  with 
directions  to  dismiss  the  libel,  so  far  as  respects  the  cargo,  and  to 
restore  the  same  to  the  claimants,  and  to  allow  the  captors  their 
reasonable  costs  and  expenses. 
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act  protects  only  those  importations  which  were  made  preyioas  to  its 
passage,  it  has  been  argaed  that  the  President's  instractions  can  go 
no  further. 

Independent  of  the  war,  all  British  merchandise  was  excluded  from 
the  ports  of  the  United  States  by  a  system  of  policy  supposed  to 
have  been  founded  on  the  British  orders  in  council 

The  secretary  of  the  treasury  had  power  to  remit  forfeitures 
incurred  under  these  laws.  When  the  orders  in  council  were  repealed, 
large  shipments  were  made  of  British  merchandise,  by  American 
merchants,  in  the  full  con&dence  that  the  American  restrictive  system 
would  fall  with  the  orders  which  produced  it  This  opinion,  and  the 
proceedings  in  consequence  of  it,  were  thought  excusable  both  by  the 
executive  and  legislative  departments  of  government.  The  Presi- 
dent instructed  the  cruizers  of  the  United  States  not  to  molest  vessels 
of  this  description,  ^  but  on  the  contrary,  to  give  aid  and  assistance 
to  the  same ;  in  order  that  such  vessels  and  their  cargoes  may  be 
dealt  with,  on  their  arrival,  as  may  be  decided  by  the  competent 
authorities." 

These  instructions  act  solely  on  the  rights  of  Virar,  and  regulate  the 
conduct  of  the  pubUc  and  private  armed  vessels  of  the  United  States. 

The  legislature  passed  an  act  on  the  2d  of  January,  1813,  taking 
away  the  discretion  of  the  secretary  of  the  treasury,  and  directing 
him  absolutely  to  remit  all  penalties  and  forfeitures  incurred  by  violat- 
ing the  non-intercourse  laws,  in  all  cases  of  importation  made  before 
the  passage  of  the  act,  in  American  vessels,  provided  the  goods  were 
the  property  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  the  vessels  departed 
from  any  port  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland 
between  the  23d  day  of  June  and  the  15th  of  September  then  pre- 
ceding. 
[  *  150  ]  *  This  act  does  not  contemplate  the  conduct  of  captors, 
or  the  rights  of  war.  Its  sole  object  is  to  remit  certain  penal- 
ties already  incurred  by  a  violation  of  municipal  law.  The  legislature 
does  not  appear  to  have  had  in  view  the  instructions  given  by  the 
President  to  the  armed  vessels  of  the  United  States,  much  less  to 
have  intended  to  control  those  instructions. 

But,  in  effecting  these  different  objects,  the  executive  and  the  legis- 
lature were  impelled  by  the  same  motive — the  peculiar  hardship  of 
exposing  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  such  a  case  to  the 
penalties  either  of  war,  or  of  municipal  law.  The  one  intended  to 
protect  from  capture,  the  other  from  forfeiture,  property  which  had 
been  shipped  in  the  reasonable  confidence  that  peace  and  commercial 
intercourse  between  the  two  countries  were  the  fruits  of  the  repeal 
of  the  British  orders  in  council     The  President  recognized  the  prin- 
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ciple,  but  left  the  time  within  which  it  should  operate  to  be  decided 
by  th^  anned  vessels  and  by  the  courts,  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  each  case.  The  legislature  prescribed  certain  limits  within  which 
it  should  operate.  This  court,  in  construing  the  less  explicit  instruc- 
tions  of  the  President,  with  respect  to  the  departure  of  a  vessel  troia 
a  British  port,  has  respected  the  more  explicit  language  of  the  legis- 
lature on  the  same  subject  But  the  instructions  of  the  President 
relate  only  to  the  departure  of  the  vessel  They  do  not  extend  to  the 
time  of  its  arrival  In  this  respect  there  is  nothing  to  be  explained. 
Consequentiy,  the  act  of  congress  can  fiimish  no  aid  in  their  construc- 
tion. That  the  instructions  were  intended  to  protect  from  capture 
all  vessels  which  had  sailed  in  that  confidence  wiiich  was  inspired  by 
the  repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council,  however  the  voyage  might 
be  protracted,  is  apparent  from  their  language,  and  from  the  fact  that 
they  continued  to  be  delivered  to  the  armed  vessels  of  the  United 
States  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  the  2d  of  January,  1813. 

It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  that  The  Mary  was,  at 
the  time  of  her  capture,  protected  by  the  instructions  under  which 
tiie  captor  sailed. 

This  opinion  renders  all  inquiry  into  the  character  of  the  cargo 
unnecessary. 

*  The  counsel  for  the  captors  have  claimed  their  costs  [  *  151  ] 
and  expenses,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  probable  cause 
of  capture. 

This  claim  is  sustained  by  the  court  Further  proof  has  been 
required,  and  the  lateness  of  tiie  period  at  which  The  Mary  weus 
found  on  the  ocean,  justified  a  suspicion  that  her  case  was  not  one 
to  which  the  instructions  of  the  President  extended. 

"the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  condemning  the  cargo  of  The 
Mary  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  that  court  with 
directions  to  dismiss  the  libel,  so  far  as  respects  the  cargo,  and  lo 
restore  the  same  to  the  claimants,  and  to  allow  the  captors  their 
reasonable  costs  and  expenses. 
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Doe,  Lessee  of  Lewis  and  Wife,  i;.  AFFarlanb  and  others. 

9  C.  151. 

It  b  not  necessary  thtt  an  executor  of  a  will,  made  in  Virginia,  deviting  to  the  execntor 
,    ^  ^        land  in  Kentucky,  should  take  out  letters  testamentaiy  in  Kentucky,  to  enable  him  to 
^6^  ''^         maintain  an  ejectment  for  the  land  in  Kentucky. 

/)£  If  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  daims  the  whole  tract,  a  deed,  showing  that  he  has  only 

an  undirided  interest  in  the  tract,  may  be  giren  in  erldence. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
Wickliffe  and  C.  Lee^  for  the  plaintiiEs  in  ezior. 
O.  M.  Bibb  J  for  the  defendants. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  a  judgment  rendered  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Kentucky,  in  an  ejectment  by 

the  plaintiflb  in  error,  against  the  defendants. 
[  *  152  ]  *  At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintifb  produced  and  read 
in  evidence,  a  patent  from  the  commonwealth  of  Virginia, 
granting  certain  lands  therein  described  lying  in  the  county  of  Nelson, 
in  the  now  State  of  Kentucky,  to  John  May,  John  Banister,  Kennon 
Jones,  Thomas  Shore,  and  Christopher  M'Conico.  He  then  offered 
in  evidence  the  last  will  and  testament  of  John  May,  deceased,  which 
contained  this  clause :  '<  I  give  and  devise  my  land  to  my  executors, 
hereinafter  named,  and  to  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  such*  of 
them  as  may  act,  and  their  heirs,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  as  much 
thereof  as  will  pay  all  my  debts." 

This  will  was  proved  and  admitted  to  record  according  to  the  laws 
of  Virginia,  while  Kentucky  was  a  part  of  that  State,  and  is  duly 
certified  by  the  proper  authority.  The  plaintiff,  Ann  Lewis,  (wife  of 
the  other  plaintiff,  Thomas  Lewis,)  who  was  an  executrix  named  in 
the  wUl  of  the  said  John  May,  alone  qualified  as  executrix,  and  took 
upon  herself  the  burden  of  executing  the  said  will;  but  she  did  not 
qualify,  and  did  not  obtain  her  letters  testamentary  until  after  Ken- 
tucky had  become  an  independent  State. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
will  and  certificate  thereto  subjoined,  because  the  said  Ann  had  only 
qualified,  and  sued  out  letters  testamentary  in  the  State  of  Virginia, 
and  not  in  the  State  of  Kentucky  where  the  land  lies.    The  court 
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sustained  the  objection,  and  the  will  was  not  permitted  to  go  in 
.evidence  to  the  jury.  To  this  opinion  an  exception  was  taken. 
There  was  also  a  second  exception  taken  on  the  same  rejection 
of  evidence,  which  depends  entirely  on  the  correctness  of  the  first 
opinion,  and  therefore  need  not  be  particularly  stated. 

It  has  been  decided  in  this  court  that  letters  testamentary  give  to 
the  executor  no  authority  to  sue  for  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  power  by  which  those  letters  are 
granted.  But  this  decision  has  never  been  understood  to  extend  to  a 
suit  for  lands  devised  to  an  executor.  In  such  case,  the  executor 
sues  as  devisee.  His  right  is  derived  firom  the  will,  and  the  letters 
testamentary  do  not  give  the  title.  The  executors  are 
trustees  for  the  purposes  of  the  will.  *  This  will  may  be  [  *  153  ] 
considered  as  requiring  that  the  executors  shall  act  to  enable 
themselves  to  take  under  the  devise  to  them;  but  when  the  condition 
is  performed,  those  who  have  performed  it,  take  under  the  wilL  That 
the'  executrix  took  upon  herself  that  character  after  the  separation 
of  Kentucky  firom  Virginia,  is  of  no  consequence.  When  she  did 
take  it  upon  herself,  the  condition  on  which  the  devise  was  made, 
was  performed,  and  she  took  as  devisee  under  the  will ;  and  the  act 
consummating  her  title,  had  relation  to  the  time  of  its  commence- 
ment, which  was  before  the  separation,  of  the  two  States.  Were  it 
even  necessary,  which  is  not  admitted,  to  record  this  will  in  Kentucky, 
that  objection  was  not  made  to  the  instrument,  and  therefore  the 
court  cannot  suppose  it  to  exist  The  will  was  rejected  because  the 
executrix  had  not  qualified  in  Kentucky,  and  this  objection  is  not 
deemed  a  valid  one. 

An  objection  was  also  taken  to  a  deed,  which  was  offered  in 
evidence,  on  the  ground  of  an  alleged  variance  between  it,  as  proof, 
and  the  allegations  in  the  declaration.  The  deed  was  not  permitted 
to  go  in  evidence  to  the  jury ;  and  to  this  opinion,  also,  an  exception 
was  taken. 

The  variance  is  not  pointed  out.  If  the  objection  to  the  deed  is, 
that  it  conveys  only  an  undivided  interest,  while  the  declaration 
claims  the  whole  tract,  the  objection  ought  not  to  have  been  sus- 
tained; but  on  the  propriety  of  rejecting  the  deed  it  is  not  necessary 
to  give  an  opinion,  since  the  judgment  must  be  reversed  on  the  first 
point. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to 
grant  a  new  trial,  and  to  permit  the  will  to  be  read  in  evidence. 

9  W.  565 ;  5  H.  233. 
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r  7^  . '//       The  answer  of  one  defendant  in  chancery  is  not  evidence  against  his  co-defendant;  nor  is 
J  U  ^     <f       his  deposition,  although  he  had  heen  dischaiged  under  the  act  of  assembly  of  Rhode 


'//. 


Island,  of  1757,  from  all  debts  and  contracts  prior  to  the  date  of  the  discharge,  and 


A        ^1i)  ^^'^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^'^  ^^  ^"^  ^  ^"^^  contiacted  prior  to  sudi  dischaige,  the  debt  haTing 
?  ^^  *^  ^  jf     **•**  contracted  in  a  foreign  country. 

'/W^-  <*-  ^^  An  answer  in  chancery,  although  positive,  and  directly  responsive  to  an  allegation  in  the 
%  }/]/'' 4-    ^^  ^      ^^^  °^7  ^  outweighed  by  circumstances,  especially  if  it  be  respecting  a  hct  which,  in 

o  ^  ^        the  nature  of  things,  cannot  be  within  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  defendant. 

A  denial  by  the  defendant  that  his  testator  gave  authority  to  A  to  draw  a  bill  of  exdiange^ 

is  not  a  denial  of  the  subsequent  assent  of  his  testator  to  the  drawing  of  such  bill. 

/  f£.  r'  '■^^  A  discharge  under  the  act  of  assembly  of  Rhode  Island,  of  1756,  from  all  debts,  duties, 

^^R    /  ^  . '      contracts,  and  demands,  outstanding  at  the  time  of  such  dischaige,  upon  surrender  of  all 

"-   '     '  the  debtor's  property,  will  not  protect  him  against  a  debt  contracted  in  a  foreign  country. 


?f,   Co 

'O 


or.  rs  '^2 


This  cause  was  argaed  by 
Burgess  and  Stockton^  for  the  appeUants. 
Bmper^  for  ihe  appellee. 

The  material  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
[•154]  •  February  2S.    Absent,  Topd,  J. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  made  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
TTnited  States  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island. 

The  appellee  filed  his  bill  in  that  coort,  praying  that  the  appellants 
and  James  Munro,  Samuel  Snow,  and  Benjamin  Munro,  late  mer- 
chants trading  under  the  firm  of  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro,  might  be 
decreed  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  in  his 
favor  at  Batavia,  by  Benjamin  Munro,  at  nine  months  sight,  on 
Messrs.  Daniel  Crommelin  and  Sons,  merchants,  Amsterdam,  fbr  the 
sum  of  21,488  guilders  on  account  of  advances  made  by  the  said 
Riemsdyk  for  the  use  of  the  defendants  in  the  circuit  court 

In  the  year  1805,  John  Innes  Clark,  and  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro, 
being  joint  owners  of  the  ship  Patterson,  in  equal  moieties,  projected 
a  voydge  to  Batavia,  and  appointed  Benjamin  Munro,  one  of  the 
house  of  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro,  supercargo.  The  ship  carried 
out  some,  goods  on  account  of  the  owners,  and  other  goods  on 
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acoaont  of  different  perBons,  the  whole  to  be  invested  in  a  return 
cargo,  on  the  profits  of  which  the  ship-owners  were  to  receive  forty- 
five  per  cent  instead  of  freight. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  supercargo  was  empowered  verbajly,  in 
case  of  a  deficiency  of  funds  at  Batavia,  to  load  the  ship  with  a 
return  cargo,  to  take  up  money  on  the  joint  account  of  the  owners, 
and,  if  necessary,  to  draw  bills  of  exchange  therefor  on  Messrs. 
Daniel  Crommelin  and  Sons,  of  Amsterdam,  or  on  the  owners. 

The  Patterson  returned  in  the  spring  of  1806,  with  a  cargo  derived 
firom  the  funds  taken  out  in  the  outward  voyage. 

In  March,  1806,  The  Patterson  again  sailed  to  Batavia,  on  a  voy* 
age  in  all  respects  similar  to  the  first  That  part  of  the 
cargo  which  was  furnished  by  the  owners  *  consisted  of  [  *  155  ] 
wines,  and  some  other  inconsiderable  articles.  Being  unable 
to  sell  the  wine  in  Batavia,  the  supercargo  placed  it  for  sale  in  the 
hands  of  Mi.  Van  Riemsdyk,  the  defendant  in  error.  Rather  than 
return  without  filling  the  vessel  for  the  owners,  he  drew  bills  on  them 
to  the  amount  of  $2,389.89 ;  and  also  drew  on  Messrs.  Crommelin 
and  Sons,  merchants,  of  Amsterdam,  the  bill  for  which  this  suit  was 
brought  The  bill  is  drawn  by  Benjamin  Munro,  in  his  own  name, 
but  it  contains  a  direction  to  charge  the  same  to  John  Innes  Clark, 
and  Munro,  Snow  and  Munro,  merchants,  of  Providence,  Rhode 
Island,  North  America.  Of  all  these  proceedings  the  owners  were 
regularly  informed,  by  letter,  j&om  Benjamin  Munro,  their  supercargo. 

The  ship  returned  safe  in  March,  1807,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
cargo  purchased  by  these  bills  were  received  by  the  owners.  The  bills 
drawn  on  the  owners  were  duly  paid ;  but  no  provision  was  made  for 
that  drawn  on  Daniel  Crommelin  and  Sons. 

In  May,  1807,  the  ship  proceeded  on  a  third  voyage  to  Batavia 
with  Benjamin  Munro  again  supercargo.  The  owners  appear  to  have 
relied  on  the  wine  placed  in  the  hands  of  Van  Riemsdyk,  on  the 
second  voyage,  for  producing  the  funds  with  which  to  procure  their 
part  of  the  return  cargo.  In  June,  1807,  Munro,  Snow,  and  Monro 
became  insolvent;  and,  according  to  the  laws  of  Rhode  Island, 
obtained  a  certificate  discharging  them  from  the  claims  of  their  cred- 
itors, so  far  as  such  discharge  could  be  affected  by  a  law  of  the  State. 
They  had  previously  transferred,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  John 
Innes  Clark,  aU  their  interest  in  the  ship,  the  return  cargo,  and  the 
aocruing  fireight,  the  whole  of  which  came  into  his  possession  on  the 
return  of  the  vessel.  In  December,  1807,  the  bill  was  presented  to 
Messrs.  Daniel  Crommelin  and  Sons,  and  protested  for  non-accept- 
ance ;  and  in  Octob^,  1806,  it  was  protested  for  non-payment    Nei- 
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ther  Clark  nor  Monro,  Snow,  and  Monro  had  any  funds  in  the  hands 
of  Messrs.  Daniel  Crommelin  and  Sons. 

John  Innes  Clark  departed  this  life  in  November,  1808,  having  first 
made  his  last  will  and  testament,  of  which  the  plainti&  in 
[  *  156  ]  error  are  executors,  who  have  *  assets  in  their  hands  more 
than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  Van  Biemsdyk. 

The  defendants,  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro,  in  their  answer,  ac- 
knowledge all  the  material  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  expressly  admit 
the  authority  of  Benjamin  Munro  to  draw  the  bill  of  exchajnge  for 
which  this  suit  was  instituted.  But  they  state  their  insolvency ;  and 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  certificate  of  discharge  granted  them  in  pur- 
suance of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Rhode  Island. 

Clark's  executors  deny  that  Benjamin  Munro  had  any  authority  to 
take  up  money  on  credit  for  any  purpose  whatever,  or  to  draw  bills 
of  exchange ;  and  assert  that  both  the  complainant  and  Benjamin 
Munro  knew  that  he  had  no  such  authority.  They  admit  that  if  the 
money  was  taken  up,  it  was  for  the  joint  use  of  the  ship-ownersy  but 
not  on  their  credit.  It  was,  they  say,  on  the  sole  credit  of  Benjamin 
Munro. 

At  the  hearing,  the  bUl  was  dismissed  as  to  Munro,  Snow,  and  Mun- 
ro, and  a  decree  was  made  against  Clark's  executors  for  the  sum  of 
$11,526.14,  being  the  amount  of  the  sum  specified  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
change in  the  complainant's  bill  specified,  together  with  ten  per  cent, 
damages  for  the  non-payment  thereof,  and  interest  upon  both  these 
sums,  from  the  time  when  the  said  bill  of  exchange  became  due  to 
the  time  of  rendering  the  decree. 

From  this  decree  the  executors  of  the  said  John  Innes  Clark  prayed 
an  appeal  to  this  court 

In  determining  the  extent  of  Clark's  liability,  the  authority  of  Ben- 
jamin Munro,  to  draw  this  bill,  becomes  a  question  of  material  import- 
ance. K  the  answer  of  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro,  or  their  deposi- 
tions taken  in  the  cause,  be  admissible  evidence  against  Clark's  exe- 
cutors, this  question  is  decided.  But  the  admissibility  of  their  answer, 
for  this  purpose,  depends  on  the  establishment  of  such  a  partnership 
as  would  authorize  the  draft  of  Munro  as  one  of  the  partners;  and 
the  admissibility  of  their  depositions  depends  on  their  being  rendered 
disinterested  witnesses  by  the  certificate  of  discharge  stated 
[  *  157  ]  *in  the  proceedings.  The  court  being  satisfied  on  neither 
of  these  points,  will  exclude  both  the  answer  and  depositions, 
and  consider  the  cause  independentiy  of  them. 

The  letter  of  Benjamin  Munro,  written  at  Batavia,  on  the  3d  of 
November,  1806,  the  day  on  which  the  bill  in  favor  of  Van  Biemsdyk 
was  drawn,  and  addressed  to  John  Innes  Clark,  Esq.,  and  to  Messrs. 
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Monro,  Snow,  and  Munro,  contains  these  passages :  <'  I  have  shipped 
on  board  The  Patterson,  on  your  account  and  risk,  505  pecols  Jacatia 
coffee,  agreeably  to  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  inclosed.  I  have  drawn 
on  you  for  4he  amount  of  $2,389.89,  at  ninety  days'  sight,  in  favor  of 
the  several  officers,  &c.,  on  board  The  Patterson,  being  the  amount 
of  money  they  had  remaining  over  their  privileges,  and  which  I  have 
allowed  them  15  per  cent,  advance  thereon,  and  which  drafts  you  will 
please  to  honor.  A  statement  thereof  I  annex.  I  have  also  drawn 
on  Messrs,  Daniel  CrommeUn  and  Sons,  merchants,  Amsterdam,  at 
nine  months'  sight,  in  favor  of  the  honorable  William  V.  H.  Van 
Biemsdyk,  of  this  place,  for  the  amount  of  21,488  guilders  on  account 
of  The  Patterson,  and  which  bills  you  will,  no  doubt,  prepare  for 
timely,  as  I  have  written  those  gentlemen.  I  leave  all  the  Madeira 
wine  in  the  hands  of  the  honorable  Mr.  Reimsdyk,  as  it  will  not 
sell  at  all,  I  transmit  his  receipt  for  the  same.  I  have  received  no 
advance  on  the  wine." 

To  this  letter  was  annexed  a  statement  of  the  cargo  of  The  Patter- 
son, containing  this  item :  <'  For  owners  of  Patterson,  505  pecols 
coffee." 

There  was,  also,  the  following  memorandum :  — 

^  Memorandum  of  bills  4>ayable  by  you  at  ninety  days'  sight, . 
namely:  — 

'^  Captain  James  Shaw,  1st,  2d,  3d,  exchange,  $748.75,  &c.,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  $2,389.89. 

"  Amount  of  bills  drawn  on  Messrs.  Daniel  Crommelin 
and  Sons,  merchants,  Amsterdam,  payable  by  them  *  at  nine  [  *  158  ] 
months'  sight  in  favor  of  the  honorable  William  V.  H.  Van 
Biemsdyk,  namely :  — 

^  Four  bills  of  exchange,  1st,  2d,  3d,  4th,  for  the  amount  of  21,488 
guilders,  equal  to  $8,595.  I  have  allowed  Mr.  Biemsdyk,  on  the 
money,  20  per  cent  advance." 

It  is  impossible  to  read  this  letter  and  these  memoranda  without 
feeling  a  conviction  that  Benjamin  Munro  believed  himself  to  be 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  supposed  that  neither 
his  bills  on  the  owners,  nor  that  onOommelin  and  Sons,  would  be 
considered  by  them  as  an  extraordinary  or  unexpected  transaction. 
He  makes  -no  apology  for  what  had  been  done;  gives  no  description 
of  his  difficulties  and  embarrassments  at  being  disappointed  in  Bata- 
Tia,  by  not  receiving  the  funds  on  which  he  relied  for  their  return 
cargo,  and  of  his  doubts  whether  the  measure  to  which  he  had  re- 
sorted, in  consequence  of  that  disappointment,  would  be  approved  by 
them.  His  language  is  the  language  of  an  agent  acting  within  his 
powers  on  a  contingency  which  had  been  foreseen  and  provided  for. 
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Having  stated  the  bills  drawn  on  them,  he  adds,  in  the  usual  style 
of  letters  of  notice,  ^  which  drafts  you  will  please  to  honor."  After 
stating  the  drafts  on  Crommelin  and  Sons,  he  adds,  ^  which  bills  yon 
will,  no  doubt,  prepare  for  timely,  as  I  have  written  those  gentlemen." 
This  is  not  the  language  of  an  agent  conscious  of  haying  transcended 
his  powers. 

But  it  will  be  admitted  that  the  opinion  of  the  agent  on  the  extent 
of  his  powers  will  not  bind  his  principals.  Let  us  then  inquire,  so 
far  as  the  testimony  will  inform  us,  into  the  opinion  entertained  on 
this  point  by  the  principals  themselves. 

On  the  1st  of  November,  1806,  at  Batavia,  Benjamin  Munro  stated 

an  account  current  between  himself  and  the  owners  of  the  ship  Pat* 

terson,  according  to  which  the  executors  of  John  Junes  Clark  admit 

the  settlement  to  have  been  made  on  the  arrival  of  the  vesseL     That 

account  debits  the  owners  with  $9,090,  the  amount  of  invoice  of 

505  pecols  of  coffee  shipped  on  board  The  Patterson,  on  theb 

[  *  159  ]  account  and  risk,  and  with  the  15  per  *  cent  advance  on  the 

bills  drawn  on  them,  and  the  20  per  cent  advanced  on  the 

bills  drawn  on  Crommelin  and  Sons,  and  credits  them  with  the 

amount  of  those  bills.     The  entry  of  Ihe  last-mentioned  bills  is  thus 

^expressed:  <<BiUs  drawn  on  Messrs.  Daniel  Cronunelin  and  Sons, 

payable  by  you  at  nine  months'  sight" 

This  account  charges  the  owners  with  the  disbursements  of  the 
vessel,  which  exceed  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  Munro,  other  than 
those  produced  by  the  bills  of  exchange,  so  that  the  vtdiole  return 
cargo  was  purchased  by  these  bills.  Not  a  sentence  escapes  either 
of  the  owners,  disapproving  the  conduct  of  Munro,  or  expressing 
surprise  at  it  With  that  full  knowledge  of  the  whole  transaction 
which  is  given  by  the  letter  of  Munro,  by  the  statement  annexed  to 
it,  and  by  the  account ;  with  fiiU  information  that  the  whole  cargo 
was  purchased  with  bills  drawn  on  them  and  on  a  house  in  Amster- 
dam, to  be  paid  by  them,  they  receive  the  cargo  and  dispose  of  it 
to  a  very  considerable  profit  Can  they  now  be  permitted,  in  a 
court  of  conscience  to  question  the  authority  by  which  the  biUs  were 
drawn. 

The  circumstances  which  prove  their  acquiescence  in  this  authority 
are  not  yet  exhausted.  The  Patterson  sails  on  a  third  voyage  to 
Batavia,  and  Benjamin  Munro  is  again  supercargo.  His  conduct 
in  drawing  bills  on  the  second  voyage  is  not  censured.  He  is  not 
informed  that  this  is  a  power  not  confided  to  him ;  that  he  has 
mistaken  the  extent  of  his  authority ;  that  his  principals  are  not 
bound  by  his  drafts.  He  goes  again  to  India,  in  the  full  belief  that 
his  conduct  had  met  with  perfect  approbation,  and  that  no  intention 


FEBRUARY  TERM,   1815.  809 

Clai1['s  Executors  o.  Van  Riemsdyk.    9  C. 

existed  to  throw  upon  him  the  bills  he  had  drawn  on  Amsterdam  fof 
moneys  with  which  he  had  purchased  the  second  cargo.  In  this 
belief  the  proceeds  of  the  wines,  placed  in  the  hands  of  Van  Biems* 
dyk,  are  drawn  out  of  his  hands,  and  invested  in  another  retnm  cargo 
for  the  owners  of  The  Patterson. 

Had  there  not  been  an  entire  acquiescence  in  the  bill  drawn  by 
him  on  Crommelin  and  Sons,  a  full  admission  on  the  part  of  his 
principals  that  they  were  responsible  for  that  bill,  and  that  no  attempt 
would  be  made  to  throw  it  on  him,  can  it  be  believed  that 
the  proceeds  of  these  *  wines  would  have  been  invested  in  [  *  160  ] 
a  retom  cargo  for  the  owners  of  the  ship  ?  Had  Van 
Biemsdyk  suspected  that  the  owners  would  disclaim  the  authority 
of  their  supercargo  to  draw  bills,  and  would  fail  to  place  funds  in 
Amsterdam  to  meet  them,  and  would  endeavor  to  turn  him  over  to 
that  supercargo  for  payment,  is  it  credible  that  he  would  have  per- 
mitted the  proceeds  of  this  wine  to  pass  out  of  his  hands  without 
an  attempt  to  secure  himself? 

.These  circumstances  strengthen  the  conviction  growing  out  of  the 
whole  conduct  of  the  owners,  that  in  drawing  the  bill  for  which  this 
suit  was  instituted,  Benjamin  Munro  acted  within  his  authority. 

This  testimony  is  opposed  by  i^e  answer  of  Clark's  executors ; 
and  the  rule  that  an  answer  must  prevail,  unless  contradicted  by  one 
witness  as  well  as  by  circumstances,  is  said  to  be  so  inflexible  that 
ibe  strongest  circumstances  will  not  themselves  be  sufficient  to  out* 
weigh  an  answer. 

The  general  rule  that  either  two  witnesses  or  one  witness,  with 
probable  circumstances,  will  be  required  to  outweigh  an  answer 
asserting  a  fact  responsively  to  a  bill,  is  admitted.  The  reason  upon 
which  the  rule  stands,  is  this :  The  plaintiff  calls  upon  the  defendant 
to  answer  an  allegation  he  makes,  and  thereby  admits  the  answer  to 
be  evidence.  If  it  is  testimony,  it  is  equal  to  the  testimony  of  any 
other  witness ;  and  as  the  plaintiff  cannot  prevail  if  the  balance  of 
proof  be  not  in  his  favor,  he  must  have  circumstances  in  addition  to 
his  single  witness,  in  order  to  turn  the  balance.  But  certainly  there 
may  be  evidence  ari&ing  from  circumstances  stronger  than  the  testi- 
mony of  any  single  witness. 

The  weight  of  an  answer  must  also,  from  the  nature  of  evidence, 
depend,  in  some  degree,  on  the  fact  stated.  If  a  defendant  asserts 
a  fact  which  is  not  and  cannot  be  within  his  own  knowledge,  the 
nature  of  his  testimony  cannot  be  changed  by  the  positiveness  of  his 
assertion.  The  strength  of  his  beUef  may  have  betrayed  him  into 
a  mode  of  expression  of  which  he  was  not  fully  apprised.  When 
he  intended  to  utter  only  a  strong  conviction  of  the  existence  of 
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[  *  161  ]  a  particular  fact,  or  what  he  deemed  an  ^infallible  deduc- 
tion from  the  facts  which  were  known  to  him,  he  may 
assert  that  belief  or  that  deduction  in  terms  which  convey  the  idea 
of  his  knowing  the  fad  itselfl  Thus,  when  the  executors  say  that 
John  Innes  Clark  never  gave  Benjamin  Mnnro  authority  to  take  up 
money  or  to  draw  bills ;  when  they  assert  that  Riemsdyk,  who  was  in 
Batavia,  did  not  take  this  bill  on  the  credit  of  the  owners  of  The 
Patterson,  but  on  the  sole  credit  of  Benjamin  Munro,  they  assert 
facts  which  cannot  be  within  their  own  knowledge.  In  the  first 
instance,  they  speak  from  belief;  in  the  last,  they  swear  to  a  deduc- 
tion which  they  make  from  the  admitted  fact  that  Munro  could  show 
no  written  authority.  These  traits  in  the  character  of  testimony  must 
be  perceived  by  the  court,  and  must  be  allowed  their  due  weight, 
whether  the  evidence  be  given  in  the  form  of  an  answer  or  a  deposit 
tion.  The  respondents  could  found  their  assertions  only  on  belief; 
they  ought  so  to  have  expressed  themselves;  and  their  having, 
perhaps  incautiously,  used  terms  indicating  a  knowledge  of  what 
in  the  nature  of  things  they  could  not  know,  cannot  give  to  their 
answer  more  effect  than  it  would  have  been  entitied  to,  had  they 
been  more  circumspect  in  their  language. 

But  were  the  court  to  allow  to  this  answer  all  the  weight  which  is 
claimed  for  it  by  counsel,  it  would  not  avail  his  clients.  It  asserts 
that  Munro  drew  bills,  without  authority,  from  his  owners,  but  does 
not  assert  that  his  owners  never  confinned  his  acts.  It  will  not  be 
denied  that  the  acts  of  an  agent,  done  without  authority,  may  be 
so  ratified  and  confirmed  by  his  principals  as  to  bind  them  in  like 
manner  as  if  an  original  authority  had  existed.  The  application  of 
this  principle  to  the  case  at  bar  is  as  littie  to  be  denied  as  the  principle 
itself.  The  transactions  which  have  been  urged  to  show  an  original 
authority  to  draw  the  bill  in  question,  will  be  recollected  without 
being  recapitulated.  The  court  is  of  opinion  that  they  amount  to  a 
full  confirmation  of  those  proceedings  of  their  agent  which  had  been 
communicated  to  his  principals,  and  to  an  undertaking  to  perform 
the  engagements  he  had  made  for  them. 

It  is  urged,  on  the  part  of  the  appellees,  that  this  undertaking 
is  not  joint,  but  several,  and  binds  each  party  to  the  extent  of  his 

interest,  and  no  further. 
[  *  162  ]      *The  court  does  not  so  understand  the  transaction.    The 
undertaking,  not  being  express,  its  extent  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  character  of  their  acts  of  confirmation,  and  by  the 
character  of  the  act  confirmed. 

The  bill  is  to  be  charged,  as  expressed,  upon  its  face,  to  John  Innes 
Clark,  and  to  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro. 
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In  hiB  letter  of  the  3d  of  November,  1806,  addressed  to  his  owners, 
Benjamin  Munro,  after  mentioning  the  bills,  says,  '<  which  bills  you," 
(that  is,  John  Innes  Clark,  and  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro,)  <'  will,  no 
doubt,  prepare  for  timely." 

In  the  account  with  Us  owners,  rendered  by  Benjamin  Munro,  and 
dated  the  1st  of  November,  1806,  he  charges  them  jointly  with  the 
coffee  purchased  by  these  bills,  jointly  with  the  premium  advanced, 
and  credits  them  jointly  with  the  amount  of  the  bills.  This  account 
is  afterwards  referred  to  by  John  Innes  Clark  himself,  as  a  settled 
account 

The  court  cannot  understand  the  undertaking,  proved  by  these 
papers  and  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  to  be  other  than  a  joint 
undertaking  of  the  owners  to  put  themselves  in  the  place  of  Benja- 
min Munro,  and  to  provide  funds  to  take  up  the  bilL 

It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  liability  of  the 
owners  of  the  ship  Patterson,  for  the  bill  drawn  by  Benjamin  Munro, 
in  favor  of  Riemsdyk,  is  precisely  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  drawn 
by  themselves.     They  have  made  his  act  their  act. 

It  is  said  that,  even  on  this  principle,  the  decree  is  for  too  large  a 
sum,  because  the  premium  and  the  damages  cannot  be  recovered  in 
a  court  of  chancery. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  contract  is  not  allowable  by  the  laws 
of  Batavia ;  nor  did  the  owners,  when  informed  of  it,  complain  of 
its  terms.     This  court  cannot  presume  that  it  is  illegal. 

The  damages  form  no  part  of  the  contract,  and  certainly 
cannot  be  decreed  by  a  court  of  chancery,  •unless,  by  the  [  *  163  J 
laws  of  the  place  where  the  bill  was  drawn,  they  become  a 
part  of  the  debt     Upon  this  point,  the  court  has  no  information ; 
and  for  this  reason  the  decree  must  be  reversed. 

It  is  also  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  dismissal  of  the  bill  of 
the  complainants,  as  to  James  Munro  and  Samuel  Snow,  the  surviv- 
ing partners  of  Munro,  Snow,  and  Munro,  was  irregular ;  and  that  a 
decree  ought  to  have  been  made  against  them  also.  For  these 
causes  the  decree  must  be,  in  part,  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
to  the  circuit  court,  vnth  directions  to  reform  the  decree  according  to 
this  opinion. 

5  P.  99  }  4  H.  185}  9  H.  151  j  13  H.  151. 
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[  *  164  ]  *  FiNLEY  V.  Williams  and  otfaere. 

9  C.  164. 

^5  W^-  y^  ^  Kentneky,  the  ooarts  of  law  will  not  look  bejo&d  the  pateiit,  bat  eonrts  of  eqoi^  will; 
j  and  will  give  yalidity  to  the  elder  entry  against  an  elder  patent 

Between  preemption  rights,  the  prior  improrement  will  hold  the  land  against  a  prior  certi- 
ficate, entry,  surrey,  and  patent 
It  is  not  essential  to  an  entry  upon  a  preemption  warrant,  that  the  entry  should,  in  tenne, 
I  call  for  the  improvement,  although  it  must  in  fkct  inclnde  the  improTement 

An  entry  calling  for  "the  Big  Blue  Lick,"  will  not  support  a  surrey  and  patent  for  land  at 
the  Upper  Blue  Lick,  the  Lower  Blue  Lick  being  generally  called  "the  Big  Blue  Lick," 
although  there  may  be  other  calls  in  the  entry  which  seem  to  designate  the  Upper  Bine 
Lick  as  the  place  intended. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  circoit  oourt  for  tiie  district  of 
Kentucky,  in  a  suit  in  chanGery,  brought  by  Finley,  to  compel  Wil- 
liams, and  othos,  who  had  the  elder  patent,  to  convey  certain  lands 
to  the  complainant  which  he  claimed  by  yirtue  of  a  prior  settle- 
ment 

Pbpey  for  the  appellants, 

Cla$fi  for  the  appellees, 

[  *  165  ]  *  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oourti  as 
follows :  — 

This  cause  depends  on  the  land  law  of  Virginia,  which  is  also  the 
land  law  of  Kentucky,  that  State  having  formed  a  part  of  Virginia 
when  the  act  was  passed  in  which  the  titles  of  both  plaintiff  and  d^ 
fendant  originated.  Both  parties  claim  the  land  in  controversy,  by 
virtue  of  improvements  made  previous  to  the  first  day  of  Januaiyi 
1778,  which  improvements  were  recognized  by  the  act  generally 
tanned  ^  the  previous  title  law,"  and  gave  the  persons  making  them  a 
preemption  of  1,000  acres  of  land,  to  include  the  improvement,  on 
paying  therefor  the  price  at  which  the  State  sold  its  vacant  lands, 
"  provided  they  respectively  demand  and  prove  their  right  to  such  pre-* 
emption  before  the  commissioners  for  the  county  to  be  appointed  by 
virtue  of  this  act,  within  eight  months," 

In  the  year  1781,  an  act  passed,  which,  after  reciting  that,  by  the 
discontinuance  of  the  commissioners  in  the  district  of  Kentucky, 
many  good  people  of  the  commonwealth  were  prevented  from  prov- 
ing their  rights  of  settlement  and  preemption  in  due  time,  owing  to 
their  being  engaged  in  the  public  service  of  this  country,  enacts  that 
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the  comity  courts  in  which  such  lands  may  lie  be  empowered  and 
required  to  hear  and  determine  such  disputes,  and  that  the  register 
of  the  land-office  be  empowered  and  directed  to  grant  titles  on  the 
determinations  of  such  courts,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  commis- 
sioners had  determined  the  same. 

It  appears  that,  in  the  year  1773,  John  Finley,  the  plaintiff  in  the 
cause,  marked  and  improved  the  land  in  controversy.  He  entered 
into  the  continental  service  in  the  year  1776,  and  continued  therein 
throughout  the  war.  His  claim  was  not  made  before  the  commis- 
sioners, but  was  made  to  the  court  of  the  county  in  which  the  lands 
lie,  by  which  court  his  claim  was  allowed,  and  the  following  certifi- 
cate was  granted :  ''^ At  a  court  held  for  the  county  of  Fayette,  March 
12, 1782,  application  and  satisfactory  proof  being  made,  this  court 
doth  certify  that  John  Finley  is  entitied  to  the  preemption 
*  of  1,000  acres  of  land,  situate  on  the  main  branch  of  [  *  166  ] 
Licking  Creek,  to  include  an  improvement  made  in  the  year 
1773,  by  said  Finley,  and  to  be  bounded  by  a  survey  made,  at  the 
time,  for  him,  which  includes  the  Upper  Blue  Lick,  by  virtue  of 
such  marking  out  and  improving,  and  his  being  in  public  service 
when  the  commissioners  sat  in  the  district,  and  thereby  prevented 
applying  for  the  same." 

A  preemption  warrant  was  obtained,  and,  on  the  14th  day  of 
November,  in  the  year  1783,  an  entry  was  made  with  the  proper  sur- 
veyor in  the  following  words :  "  John  Finley  enters  1,000  acres  of 
land  on  a  preemption  warrant.  No.  2526,  on  Licking,  to  include  the 
Upper  Blue  Lick,  and  bounded  on  three  sides  by  the  line  of  an  old 
survey  made  in  the  year  1773,  beginning,'*  &c.  This  entry  was  sur- 
veyed, and  a  patent  issued  thereon. 

William  Lynn,  under  whom  the  defendants  claim,  made  an  im- 
provement on  the  same  ground,  in  the  year  1775,  and  laid  his  claim 
before  the  commissioners,  who  allowed  the  same,  and  granted  a  cer- 
tificate therefor,  dated  the  20th  day  of  November,  in  the  year,  1779, 
in  the  following  words :  "  William  Lynn  this  day  claimed  a  preemp- 
tion of  one  thousand  acres  of  land,  at  the  State  price,  lying  on  the> 
south  side  of  Licking  Creek,  known  by  the  name  of  the  Big  Blue 
Lick,  to  include  the  said  Lick,  lying  in  a  short  bent  of  the  said  creek, 
by  improving  the  same  in  the  year  1775,  &c."  On  the  22d  of  June, 
1780,  Lynn,  having  obtained  a  preemption  warrant,  entered  the  same, 
with  the  proper  surveyor,  in  these  words :  "  William  Lynn,  James 
Barbour,  and  John  Williams  enter  1,000  acres  of  land  upon  a  pre- 
emption warrant,  beginning  a  quarter  of  a  mile  below  the  Big  Blue 
Lack,  on  Licking,  on  the  south  side  thereof,  running  on  both  sides  of 
the  said  creek,  and  east  and  south  side  for  quantity."  This  entry 
VOL.  in.  27 
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was  BO  snrveyed  as  to  indude  ibe  lands  in  dispute,  and  a  patent  was 
obtained  thereon  of  an  earlier  date  than  that  of  Finley.  Upon 
this  patent,  an  ejectoient  was  brought,  and  judgment  obtained  by 
Lynn,  Barbour,  and  Williams.  Finley  has  brought  this  suit  to  com- 
pel a  conveyance  of  that  part  of  ihe  land  held  by  Lynn  and 
[  *  167  ]  others,  which  is  included  in  his  patent  On  a  hearing,  *it 
was  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  that  Lynn  and  others 
held  the  better  title ;  in  conformity  with  whidi  a  decree  was  made. 
From  that  decree  Finley  has  appealed  to  this  court 

The  peculiar  state  of  titles  to  land  in  Kentucky,  a  s^iior  patent 
being,  in  many  cases,  issued  on  a  junior  title,  and  it  being  a  rule  in 
their  courts  of  law  not  to  look  beyond  the  patent,  have  settled  the 
principle  that  courts  of  equity  will  sustain  a  bill  brought  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  the  prior  title  by  entry,  and  of  obtaining  a  con- 
yeyance  from  the  person  holding  under  a  senior  patent  issued  on  a 
junior  entry.  The  courts  of  the  United  States  have  confohned  to 
this  practice,  and  adopted  the  principle. 

It  is  also  settled  in  Kentucky,  that,  between  preemption  rights,  tiie 
prior  improvement  will  hold  the  land,  although  the  certificate  of  the 
commissioners,  the  entry,  ihe  survey,  and  the  patent,  be  all  posterior, 
in  point  of  time,  to  those  obtained  by  the  person  who  has  made  an 
improvement  of  a  later  date. 

It  follows,  from  these  established  principles,  that  Finley  must  pre- 
vail, unless  he  has  lost  the  right  acquired  in  consequence  of  his 
improvement 

The  circuit  judge  was  of  opinion  that  this  right  was  lost  by  the 
form  of  his  entry  with  the  surveyor.  Not  having,  in  that  entry, 
called,  in  terms,  for  his  improvement,  that  judge  was  of  opinion  that, 
although  his  entry  does,  in  fact,  comprehend  his  improvement,  yet  he 
has  surrendered  the  preference  which  his  preemption  warrant  gave 
him,  and  sunk  Us  claim  to  the  level  of  a  common  treasury  warrant 
This  court  can  perceive  no  reason  for  that  opinion.  The  law  requires 
that  the  entry  shall,  in  fact,  include  the  improvement,  but  does  not 
make  it  essential  to  the  dignity  of  the  entry  that  the  improvement 
shall,  in  terms,  be  called  for.  The  certificate  expressly  states  that  tlie 
land  granted  is  to  include  the  improvement ;  and  the  entry,  which  is 
made  with  remarkable  precision,  conforms  exactly  to  the  certificate 

in  the  description  of  the  land  intended  to  be  taken. 
[  •  168  ]  •  But  it  is  contended  by  the  defendant  that,  whatever  may 
be  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  this  point,  Finley's  title,  as  to 
a  preemption,  must  yield  to  that  of  Lynn,  in  consequence  of  his 
having  omitted  to  assert  his  claim  before  the  court  of  commissioners. 
The  l^islature  could  not,  it  is  said,  after  permitting  the  time  for  mak- 
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ing  this  claim  to  expire^  revive  it  to  the  prejudice  of  any  other  person 
who  had  acquired  title  to.  the  land.  It  is  added  that  the  decisions  in 
Kentucky  have  been  adverse  to  titles  to  preemptions  depending  on 
certificates  granted  by  the  county  courts,  in  cases  where  they  come 
into  competition  with  titles  gained  before  the  grant  of  such  certifi- 
cates. 

This  court  would  not  wiUingly  depart  from  the  State  decisions,-  if 
they  have  settled  the  principle  the  one  way  or  the  other ;  and  would, 
therefore,  have  deferred  the  determination  of  this  cause  until  more 
certain  information. could  be  obtained,  had  it  rested  solely  on  the 
validity  of  the  plaintiff's  title,  as  founded  on  a  preemption.  But,  on 
an  inspection  of  the  record,  the  entry  of  the  defendants  is  deemed  so 
radically  defective  as  necessarily  to  yield  to  the  title  of  the  plaintiff 
should  his  warrant  even  be  reduced  to  the  grade  of  a  treasury  warrant. 

The  law  requires  that  the  holder  of  a  land- warrant  ^^  shall  direct 
the  location  thereof  so  especially  and  precisely  as  that  others  may  be 
enabled,  with  certainty,  to  locate  other  warrants  on  the  adjacent  resi* 
duum." 

Such  has  been  the  difficulty  of  making  special  locations,  that 
much  of  the  precision  which  the  law  would  seem  to  require,  has  been 
dispensed  with;  but  a  reasonable  and  practicable  certainty  has 
always  been  deemed  necessary ;  and  wherever  the  material  and  prin- 
cipal call  of  a  location  has  been  calculated,  instead  of  informing,  to 
misguide  subsequent  locators,  the  location  itself  has  been  brought 
into  hazard,  and  it  has  often  been  determined  that  the  survey  was 
made  on  other  land  than  that  which  the  entry  covered. 

In  examining  these  questions,  the  courts  of  Kentucky  have  univer- 
sally and  properly  determined  that  all  subordinate  calls  in 
an  entry  must  yield  to  a  principal  *  call  to  which  they  may  [  *  169  ] 
be  repugnant.  If  a  great  and  prominent  object,  immovable 
and  durable  in  itself,  and  of  general  notoriety  be  called  for  in  a  loca- 
tion, that  object  must  fix  and  locate  the  entry,  although  other  minor 
and  temporary  objects,  to  be  discovered  only  by  a  strict  cmd  success- 
ful searcdi,  might  prove  that  the  locator  really  intended  to  take  other 
land. 

In  the  entry  of  Lynn  and  others  there  is  such  a  principal  ealL 
The  Big  Blue  Lick  is,  perhaps,  an  object  of  as  universal  notoriety  as 
any  in  Kentucky.  But  there  are  two  Blue  Licks  on  the  same  creek, 
and  both  of  them  are  large  licks.  In  such  a  case,  the  locator  would 
certainly  be  at  liberty,  and  it  would  be  his  duty  to  designate  the  lick 
he  intended  to  take ;  for  if  his  entry  would  apply  to  the  one  as  well 
as  to  the  other,  it  would  be  justly  chargeable  with  a  vagueness  which 
woilld  leave  subsequent  locators  unable  to  locate  with  certainty  the 
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adjacent  residuum.  This  entry  has,  in  its  terms,  designated  the  lick 
intended  to  be  included.  It  is  ^the  Big. Blue  lick."  The  entry 
does  not  call  for  a  Big  Blue  Lick,  but  for  the  Big  Blue  Lick,  thereby 
excluding  any  other  lick  than  that  which  was  emphatically  denomina- 
ted the  Big  Blue  Lick. 

We  are  then  to  ask  which  of  these  licks  a  man  in  Kentucky,  hold- 
ing a  warrant,  which  he  intended  to  locate,  would  suppose  was  tiie 
Big  Blue  Lick. 

Upon  this  subject  the  testimony  is  not  doubtfuL  It  is  in  full  proof 
that,  at  the  time  the  entry  of  the  defendants  was  made,  and  for  some 
years  before,  the  Lower  Blue  Licks  were  generally  called  the  Big 
Blue  Licks;  and  that  where  the  defendants  have  surveyed  was 
known  by  the  name  of  the  Upper  Blue  Licks.  They  were  some- 
times, though  rarely,  distinguished  from  each  other  as  the  Upper  Big 
Blue  Licks  and  the  Lower  Big  Blue  Licks ;  sometimes  as  the  Upper 
and  the  Lower  Blue  Licks ;  but  the  term  the  Big  Blue  Licks,  when 
used  without  the  word  "  upper"  or  "  lower,"  was  universally  under- 
stood to  designate  the  Lower  Blue  Licks. 

The  company  which  made  this  location,  in  1775,  had  not  dis- 
covered the  Lower  Blue  Licks,  and  therefore  denominated 
[  •  170  ]  the  spring  which  they  did  discover,  "  the  *  Big  Blue  Lick ; " 
but  the  name  originated  and  expired  with  themselves.  It 
was  never  adopted  by  the  people  of  the  country.  It  is  probable  that 
Lynn  did  contemplate  the  Upper  Blue  Licks  when  he  made  his 
entry ;  but  between  conflicting  entries  a  mistake  of  this  kind  is  fatal 
to  the  person  who  commits  it.  In  the  case  of  Taylor  and  Hughes,  it 
was  impossible  not  to  perceive  that  Taylor  intended  one  creek  when 
he  named  another;  but  subsequent  locators  could  judge  of  his  inten- 
tion only  from  the  words  of  his  entry. 

But  it  is  contended  that  there  are  other  explanatory  calls  in  the 
entry,  which  cure  the  defect  which  has  been  stated,  and  designate, 
with  sufficient  certainty,  that  the  Upper  Blue  Lick  was  intended  to 
be  included  in  the  entry. 

The  entry  is  said  to  require  a  lick  on  the  south  side  of  Licking ; 
and  the  spring  which  issues  at  the  Upper  Blue  Lick  is  on  the  south 
side.  The  words  are,  "  Beginning  one  quarter  of  a  mile  below  the 
Big  Blue  Lick  on  Licking,  on  the  south  side  thereof."  The  locator 
intends  to  describe  his  beginning ;  and  these  words  are  to  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  that  intention.  Do  the  words,  "  on  Licking," 
describe  the  place  of  beginning,  or  the  location  of  the  Big  Blue  Lick  ? 
The  latter  was  unnecessary,  because  there  was  no  Big  Blue  Lick 
except  on  Licking ;  and  because,  were  the  fact  otherwise,  the  lick 
would  be  ascertained  by  calling  for  a  beginning  a  quarter  of  a  mile 
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below  it  on  Liddng.  But  the  beginning  might  be  a  quarter  of  a 
mile  below  the  lick,  and  yet  not  on  the  creek.  The  beginning  would 
be,  in  some  degree,  uncertain,  unless  it  be  fixed  by  those  words. 
The  entry  is  understood  as  if  it  were  expressed  thus :  ^  Beginning 
on  Licking,  on  the  south  side  thereof^  a  quarter  of  a  mile  below  the 
Big  Blue  liLck.^'  If  reference  be  had  to  the  certificate  granted  by 
the  comznisaioners,  that  places  the  land,  not  the  lick,  on  the  south 
side  of  the  creek. 

A  cabin  and  a  marked  tree  in  a  country  fall  of  cabins  and  marked 
Izees,  cannot  control  a  call  made  for  an  object  of  such  general  noto* 
riety  as  the  Big  Blue  Lick.  A  subsequent  locator  woidd  look  for 
them  only  at  the  Big  Blue  Lick. 

*  It  is  the  opinion  of  this  court  that  the  decree  of  the  [  *  171  ] 
Gxrcuit  court  be  reversed  and  annulled,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants  be  decreed  to  convey  to  the  plaintiff  so  much  of  the  land  com- 
prehended within  this  grant  as  appears  by  the  survey  made  in  this 
cause  to  Ue  within  the  bounds  of  the  grant  made  to  the  complainant. 


•  IVTIver's  Lessee  v.  Walker  and  another.        [  *  173  ] 

9  C  173. 

If  diere  is  notiuog  in  a  patent  to  control  tlie  call  for  course  and  distance,  the  land  must  be  ^  W^^.   ^ ''  ^ 
bounded  by  the  courses  and  distances  of  the  patent,  according  to  magnetic  meridian,      /^j  l/j/A-3"^ 3 
Cborse  and  distance  must  yield  to  a  call  for  natural  objects.  /^  i^/A  ■  ^  ^  ^ 

If  a  patent  refer  to  a  plat  annexed,  and  if,  in  that  plat,  a  watercourse  be  laid  down  as  nm-^^  ^/^ '  ,v  '  - 
inng  through  the  land,  the  tract  must  be  so  surveyed  as  to  indnde  the  watercourse,  and  tOy^  c^^  y  ^U 
oonform  as  near  as  may  be  to  the  plat,  although  the  lines  thus  run  do  not  correspond  ^  ^ 

with  the  courses  and  distances  mentioned  in  the  patent,  and  although  neither  the  certificate 
of  survey,  nor  the  patent,  calls  for  that  watercourse. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  East  Tennessee,  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  eiror  against  the 
defendants* 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  produced  two  patents  for  5,000  acres  each, 
from  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  granting  to  Stockley  Donalson, 
from  whom  the  plaintiff  derived  his  title,  two  several  tracts  of  land 
lying  on  CJrow  Creek,  the  one.  No.  12,  beginning  at  a  box  elder 
standing  on  a  ridge  comer  to  No.  11,  &c.,  "  as  by  the  plat  hereunto 

27* 
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annexed  will  appear."     The  plat  and  certificate  of  enryey  were 
annexed  to  the  grant 

The  plaintiff  proved  that  there  were  eleven  other  grants  of  the 
same  date  for  5,000  acres  each,  issued  from  the  State  of  North  Caro- 
lina, designated  as  a  chain  of  surveys  joining  each  other  from  No.  1 
to  No.  11,  inclusive,  each  calling  for  land  on  Crow  Creek,  as  a 
general  call,  and  the  courses  and  distances  of  which,  as  described  in 
the  grants,  are  the  same  with  the  grants  produced  to  the  jury.  It 
was  also  proved  that  the  beginning  of  the  first  grant  was  marked  and 
intended  as  the  beginning  comer  of  No.  1,  but  no  other  tree  was 
marked,  nor  was  any  survey  ever  made,  but  the  plat  was  made  out 
at  Raleigh,  and  does  not  express  on  its  face  that  the  lines  were  run 
by  the  true  meridian.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  beginning  comer 
of  No.  1,  stood  on  the  northwest  side  of  Crow  Creek,  and  the  line, 
running  thence  down  the  creek,  and  called  for  in  the  plat  and  patent, 
is  south  40  degrees  west.  It  further  appeared  that  Crow  Creek  runs 
through  a  valley  of  good  land,  which  is,  on  an  average,  about  three 
miles  wide,  between  mountains  unfit  for  cultivation,  and  which 
extends  firom  the  beginning  of  the  survey  No.  1,  in  the  said  chain  of 
surveys,  until  it  reaches  below  survey  No.  13,  in  nearly  a  straight 

line,  the  course  of  which  is  nearly  south  thirty-five  degrees 
[  •174]  •west  by  the  needle,  and  south  forty  degrees  west  by  the 

trae  meridian.  That,  in  the  face  of  the  plats  annexed  to  the 
grants,  the  creek  is  represented  as  running  through  and  across  each 
grant.  The  lines  in  the  certificate  of  survey  do  not  expressly  call  for 
crossing  the  creek ;  but  each  certificate  and  grant  calls  generally  for 
land  lying  on  Crow  Creek.  If  the  lines  of  the  tracts  hereinbefore 
mentioned  No.  12  and  13,  in  the  said  chain  of  surveys,  be  run  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  the  needle  and  the  distances  called  for,  they  will 
not  include  Crow  Creek,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  wiU  not  include  the 
land  in  possession  of  the  defendants.  If  they  be  run  according  to  the 
trae  meridian,  or  so  as  to  include  Crow  Creek,  they  will  include  the 
lands  in  possession  of  the  defendants.  Whereupon  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  instract  the  jury, 

1.  That  the  lines  of  the  said  lands  ought  to  be  run  according  to 
the  true  meridian  and  not  according  to  the  needle. 

2.  That  the  lines  ought  to  be  run  so  as  to  include  Crow  Creek 
and  the  lands  in  possession  of  the  defendants. 

The  court  overruled  both  these  motions  and  instructed  the  jury 
that  the  said  grant  must  be  run  according  to  the  course  of  the  needle 
and  the  distances  called  for  in  the  said  grants,  and  that  the  same 
could  not  be  legally  ran  so  as  to  include  Crow  Creek,  and  that  the 
said  grants  did  not  include  the  lands  in  possession  of  th^  defendants. 
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To  this  opinion  an  exception  was  taken  by  the  plaintifis'  counsel.  A 
verdict  and  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  defendants,  and  that 
judgment  is  now  before  this  court  on  a  writ  of  error," 

The  chief  justice,  in  stating  the  case,  omitted  the  fact  that  testi- 
mony was  offered  by  the  plaintiff,  at  the  trial,  to  prove  <<  that  the 
surveyor  who  made  the  plats  and  certificates  of  survey  annexed  to 
the  grants,  had  regard  to  the  true  meridian,  and  not  to  the  course  of 
the  needle,  in  making  the  said  certificates  of  survey,  and  intended 
the  courses  of  the  surveys  so  to  be  run;"  which  testimony  was 
rejected,  by  the  court  below,  as  inadmissible — but  the  court 
admitted  evidence  "that  •the  general  practice  of  making  [  •ITS  ] 
surveys  by  surveyors  has  been  to  run  to  the  courses  of  the 
needle," 

•  Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  de-  [  *  177  ] 
livered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  —  * 

It  is,  undoubtedly,  the  practice  of  surveyors,  and  the  practice  was 
proved  in  this  cause,  to  express  in  their  plats  and  certificates  of  sur- 
vey, the  courses  which  are  designated  by  the  needle ;  and  if  nothing 
exists  to  control  the  call  for  course  and  distance,  the  land 
must  be  *  bounded  by  the  courses  and  distances  of  the  patent,  [  *  178  ] 
according  to  the  magnetic  meridian.  But  it  is  a  general 
principle  that  the  course  and  distance  must  yield  to  natural  objects 
called  for  in  the  patent.  All  lands  are  supposed  to  be  actually  sur- 
veyed, and  the  intentioa  of  the  grant  is  to  convey  the  land  according  to 
that  actual  survey ;  consequently,  if  marked  trees  and  marked  corners 
be  found  conformably  to  the  calls  of  the  patent,  or  if  watercourses 
be  called  for  in  the  patent,  or  mountains  or  any  other  natural  objects, 
distances  must  be  lengthened  or  shortened,  and  courses  varied  so  as 
to  conform  to  those  objects. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  is,  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  grant  to 
convey  the  land  actually  surveyed,  and  mistakes  in  courses  or  dis- 
tances, are  more  probable  and  more  firequent,  than  in  marked  trees, 
mountains,  rivers,  or  other  natural  objects  capable  of  being  clearly 
designated  and  accurately  described.  Had  the  survey  in  this  case 
been  actually  made,  and  the  lines  had  called  to  cross  Crow  Creek, 
the  courses  and  distances  might  have  been  precisely  what  they  are, 
it  might  have  been  impracticable  to  find  comer  or  other  marked  trees, 
and  yet  the  land  must  have  been  so  stirveyed  as  to  include  Crow 
Creek.  The  call,  in  the  lines  of  the  patent,  to  cross  Crow  Creek, 
would  be  one  to  which  course  and  distance  must  necessarily  yield. 
This  material  call  is  omitted,  and  from  its  omission  arises  the  great 
difficulty  of  the  cause. 
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That  the  lands  should  not  be  described  as  lying  on  both  sides 
of  Crow  Creek,  nor  the  lines  call  for  crossing  that  creek,  are  such 
extraordinary  omissions  as  to  create  considerable  doubt  with  lite 
court  in  deciding  whether  there  is  any  other  description  given  in  the 
patent,  of  sufficient  strength  to  control  the  call  for  course  and  distance. 

The  majority  of  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  such  a  descrip- 
tion.    The  patent  closes  its  description  of  the  land  granted  by  a 

reference  to  the  plat  which  is  annexed. 
[  •  179  ]  The  laws  of  the  State  require  this  annexation.  Iij  •this 
plat,  thus  annexed  to  the  patent,  and  thus  referred  to  as 
describing  the  land  granted,  Crow  Creek  is  laid  down  as  passing 
through  the  tract  Every  person,  having  knowledge  of  the  grant, 
would  also  have  knowledge  of  the  plat,  and  would,  by  that  plat,  be 
instructed  that  the  lands  lay  on  both  sides  of  the  creek ;  there  would 
be  nothing  to  lead  to  a  different  conclusion,  but  a  difference  of  about 
five  degrees  in  the  course,  should  he  run  out  the  whole  chain  of  sur- 
veys, in  order  to  find  the  beginning  of  No.  12 ;  and  he  would  know 
that  such  an  error  in  the  course  would  be  corrected  by  such  a  great 
natural  object  as  a  creek  laid  down  by  the  surveyor  in  the  middle  of 
his  plat.  This  would  prove,  notwithstanding  the  ezror  in  the  course, 
that  the  lands  on  both  sides  of  Crow  Creek  were  intended  to  be 
included  in  the  survey,  and  intended  to  be  granted  by  the  patent. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  this  court,  that  there  is  error  in 
the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  East  Tennessee  in 
this,  that  the  said  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  grant,  under 
which  the  plaintiff  claimed,  could  not  be  legally  run  so  as  to  include 
Crow  Creek,  instead  of  directing  the  jury  that  the  said  grant  must 
be  so  run  as  to  include  Crow  Creek,  and  to  conform,  as  near  as  may 
be,  to  the  plat  annexed  to  the  said  grant ;  wherefore,  it  is  considered 
by  this  court  that  the  said  judgment  be  reversed  and  annulled,  and 
the  cause  be  remanded  to  the  said  circuit  court,  that  a  new  trial  may 
be  had  according  to  law. 

The  chief  justice  added,  that  he  did  not  think  the  question  about 
the  true  meridian  had  much  to  do  with  the  case.  The  court  decided 
it  upon  the  plat  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  plat,  they  should  have 
said  that  the  land  ought  to  be  surveyed  by  the  magnetic  meridian. 

DuvALL,  J.  My  opinion  is  that  there  is  no  safe  rule  but  to  follow 
the  needle,  making  allowance  for  variation,  according  to  practical 
observation. 

Swann  and  C  Lee^  for  the  plaintiff    Jones,  contra. 

4  W  444  :  5  W.  dS9i  3  H.  187,  650. 
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•  Owens  v.  Hanney.  [  *  180  ] 

9  C.  180. 
It  is  not  neoeuary  that  tbo  transcript  of  the  record  should  contain  the  names  of  the  jnrors. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Georgia,  in  an  action 
of  assumpsit^  upon  a  special  promise  to  pay  interest  upon  the  amount 
of  a  decree  in  chancery,  in  consideration  of  forbearance. 

The  plaintiff  below  is  stated  in  the  declaration  to  be  an  alien  and 
British  subject,  and  the  defendant  a  citizen  of  Georgia. 

A  demurrer  to  the  declaration  having  been  overruled,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  nofHissumpsitj  upon  which  issue  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment were  against  him  in  May,  1811,  and  he  brought  his  writ  of 
error. 

In  the  transcript  of  the  record,  which  came  up,  a  blank  is  left 
for  the  names  of  the  jurors,  but  in  other  respects  the  records  appears 
to  be  perfect     The  verdict  and  judgment  are  fully  stated. 

War  was  declared  by  the  United  States  against  Great  Britain,  on 
the  18th  of  June,  1812,  and  continued  at  the  time  of  the  argument  in 
this  court 

Harper^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contended. 

1.  That  as  it  appeared  upon  the  record  that  the  plaintiff  was  an 
alien  enemy,  and  the  defendant  had  had  no  opportunity  to  plead  that 
fact,  this  court  ought  not  to  affirm  the  judgment;  and, 

2.  That  the  omission  of  the  names  of  the  jurors,  was  fatal  inas- 
much as  it  did  not  appear  from  the  record  that  it  was  the  verdict  of 
a  legal  jury. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  stated  the  opinion  of  the  court  to  be  that  the  omis- 
sion of  the  names  of  the  jurors  was  not  material  Nothing  was  said 
upon  the  first  point 

Judgment  affirmed^  with  costs. 
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The  United  States  v.  The  Cargo  of  the  Ship  Fanny,  Jenniogs, 

Master. 

9  C.  181. 

Under  the  Non-Interoonne  Act  of  1809,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  528,)  a  vessel  from  Great  Britain 
had  a  right  to  lay  off  the  coast  of  the  United  States,  to  receive  instractions  from  her 
owners  in  New  York ;  and  if  necessarj,  to  drop  anchor,  and  in  case  of  a  storm  to  make 
a  harbor ;  and  if  prevented  by  a  mutiny  of  her  crew  from  putting  out  to  sea  again,  might 
wait  in  the  waters  of  the  United  States  for  orders. 

Appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
Connecticut,  restoring  the  property  to  the  claimants. 

The  American  ship  Fanny,  was  laden  at  Greenock,  in  Scotland, 
with  a  cargo  of  British  goods,  the  property  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  and  sailed  from  thence  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1812,  after 
the  repeal  of  the  orders  in  council,  and  before  the  war  between  Great 
Britain  and  the  United  States  was  known  in  Greenock.  The  orders 
to  the  captain  were  to  proceed  to  New  York ;  but  unless  he  was 
perfectly  sure  of  being  allowed  an  entrance  for  ship  and  cargo  at 
New  York,  he  was  not  to  go  into  the  waters  of  the  United  States, 
but  to  send  up  a  pilot  boat  with  his  letters,  so  that  the  consignees 
might  fix  upon  a  port  of  discharge.  The  master  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  war  until  his  arrival  on  the  coast,  when  he  received  it  off  Mon- 
taug  Point,  from  a  pilot  boat,  who  also  informed  that  several  British 
frigates  were  off  Sandy  Hook,  capturing  American  vessels.  Where- 
upon he  dispatched  the  pilot  boat,  with  letters  for  his  owners  by  the 
way  of  New  London.  Soon  afterwards  it  became  calm,  and  the  ship 
drifting  too  near  the  shore,  he  dropped  anchor.  In  the  course  of  the 
night  it  came  on  to  blow  a  gale,  and  finding  it  impossible  to  lay  there 
he  attempted  to  get  under  weigh  and  stand  off,  but  before  he  could 
get  up  the  anchor  and  make  sail  he  drifted  so  far  in,  that  he  could  not 
fetch  Montaug  Point,  and  the  pilot  informing  him  that  there  was 
good  anchorage-ground  in  Fort-pond  Bay,  and  that  it  would  not  be 
safe  to  keep  out,  he  proceeded  with  the  ship  to  that  bay,  intending 
to  stand  out  as  soon  as  the  storm  abated.  Having  there  cast  anchor 
and  rode  out  the  gale,  his  crew  refused  to  get  under  weigh  to  go  out 
of  the  waters  of  the  United  States,  alleging  that  they  understood  he 
hac^  a  British  license,  and  was  going  to  put  his  ship  under 
[  •  182  ]  •  the  protection  of  British  ships  of  war,  and  they  were  afraid 
of  being  impressed.  He  then  determined  to  come  out  into 
the  sound  and  there  wait  for  orders,  without  going  into  any  port. 
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He  did  so,  but  he  was  boarded  about  half-way  from  Fort-pond  Bay 
to  the  race,  Fisher's  Island  bearing  north,  and  seized  by  a  revenue 
cutter,  who  carried  him  into  New  London,  where  the  cargo  was 
libelled  for  having  been  shipped  in  Great  Britain  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  master,  with  intent  to  be  imported  into  the  United  States,  con- 
trary to  the  provisions  of  the  Non-Intercourse  Act  of  the  28th  June, 
1809.  In  the  district  court  the  cargo  was  condemned,  but  was 
restored  by^the  circuit  court  From  this  sentence  the  United  States 
appealed. 

Janes,  for  the  United  States. 

Daggett,  for  the  claimants. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

This  case  bears  every  feature  of  fairness.  The  voyage  was  under- 
taken upon  the  repeal  of  the  orders  in  council.  The  vessel  was  laden 
in  the  short  space  of  four  days,  and  sailed  without  a  knowledge  of  the 
war.  Her  destination  was  alternative  —  to  New  York,  if  she  could 
enter ;  if  not,  to  a  British  port  Upon  arriving  off  Montaug,  she  re- 
ceives notice  of  the  war,  and  of  the  danger  of  capture  in  prosecuting 
her  voyage  to  New  York.  A  pilot  boat  is  then  dispatched  to  New 
London,  by  the  captain,  with  notice  to  his  owners  of  his  situation,  and 
a  request  for  instructions. 

To  call  off  for  instructions  was  fair  and  justifiable ;  and  to  obtain 
them  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  await  the  return  of  the  pilot 
boat  Thus  circumstanced,  a  calm  obliges  him  to  drop  anchor  to 
prevent  his  drifting  on  shore,  and  a  storm  forces  him  into  a  bay  for 
shelter.  Whilst  there,  his  crew  mutiny,  and  prevent  his  leaving  the 
bay,  in  order  to  lie  off  and  wait  the  return  of  his  messen- 
ger ;  and  whilst  plying  in  the  waters  between  *  Montaug  [  *  183  ] 
and  New  London,  he  is  seized  by  the  revenue  cutter,  and 
forced  into  the  latter  port  We  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  nothing 
either  in  action  or  intention  which  subjected  this  vessel  to  municipal 
forfeiture.  A  condemnation  is  claimed  on  no  other  ground ;  and  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  must,  therefore,  be  affirmed. 

The  claims  of  the  several  parcels  of  merchandise  seized  in  The  Fan- 
ny, rest  on  the  same  circumstances,  and  must,  likewise,  be  restored. 
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The  Frances,  Boyer,  Master.    Dunham  and  Randolph's  claim. 

9  C.  183. 

If  a  British  merchant  purchase,  with  his  own  funds,  two  cargoes  of  goods  in  conseqnenoe 
of,  but  not  in  exact  confonnitj  with  the  orders  of  an  American  hoase,  and  ship  them  to 
America,  giTing  the  American  house  an  option  within  34  hours  after  receipt  of  his  letter 
to  take  or  reject  both  cargoes,  and  if  they  give  notice  within  the  time  that  they  will  take 
one  caiigo,  but  will  consider  as  to  the  other ;  this  puts  it  in  the  power  of  the  British  mer- 
chant either  to  cast  the  whole  upon  the  American  house,  or  to  resume  the  property,  and 
make  them  accountable  for  that  which  came  to  their  hands,  and  therefore  the  right  <^ 
property  in  the  cargo  not  accepted  does  not,  in  trarmtu,  vest  in  the  American  house,  but 
remains  in  the  British  subject,  and  is  liable  to  condemnation,  he  being  an  enemy. 

In  this  case,  further  proof  was  ordered  at  the  last  term.     (8  C.  3S4.) 

Pinkney  and  Emmettj  for  the  claimants. 

Dexter^  for  the  captors. 

[  •IS?  ]  *  Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
lows :  — 
This  claim  is  interposed  to  obtain  restitution  of  three  bales  and 
nineteen  boxes  of  goods  captured  in  The  Frances.  As  early  as  the 
23d  of  July,  1811,  these  claimants,  anticipating  a  repeal  of  the  orders 
in  council,  give  an  order  to  Alexander  Thompson,  of  Glasgow,  to 
ship  them  a  variety  of  articles.  In  July,  1812,  upon  the  repeal  of 
the  orders  in  council,  Thompson  ships  the  articles  ordered ; 
[  •  188  ]  and,  originally  intending  to  ship  to  *  the  claimants,  a  con- 
signment on  his  own  account,  intermingles  with  the  goods 
ordered,  a  variety  of  others  not  contained  in  the  order  of  the  claim- 
ants. These  goods  are  shipped  by  two  vessels.  The  Fanny  and  The 
Frances ;  and,  by  a  letter  dated  the  11th  of  July,  1812,  Thompson 
advises  the  claimants  of  these  shipments ;  and,  after  descanting  on 
the  merits  of  the  articles,  and  declaring  his  reason  for  blending  other 
goods  with  those  shipped  to  their  order,  and  his  subsequent  determi- 
nation to  make  them  an  offer  of  the  additional  goods,  he  continues, 
in  these  words :  "  I  leave  it  with  yourselves  to  take  the  whole  of  the 
two  shipments,  or  none  at  all,  just  as  you  please.  If  you  do  not 
wish  them,  I  will  thank  you  to  hand  the  invoices  and  letters  over  to 
Messrs.  Falconer,  Jackson,  &  Co.  I  think  twenty-four  hours  will 
allow  you  ample  opportunity  for  you  to  make  up  your  minds  on  this 
point ;  and  if  you  do  not  hand  them  over  within  that  time,  I  will,  of 
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course,  consider  that  you  take  the  whole."  "  You  will  see,  I  think, 
the  reasonableness  of  your  taking  the  whole  or  none  of  the  ship- 
ment" 

The  Fanny  reached  the  waters  of  the  United  States  in  safety ; 
and,  being  seized  by  a  revenue  cutter,  was  carried  into  New  Lon- 
don,  where  she  has  been  finally  restored.  The  Frances  was  cap- 
tured on  the  28th  of  August,  by  the  privateer  Yankee,  and  carried 
into  Rhode  Island.  On  the  22d  of  August,  after  the  arrival  of  The 
Fanny,  the  claimants  write  to  Falconer,  Jackson,  &  Co.,  and  accept 
of  the  shipment  by  The  Fanny ;  but  with  regard  to  that  by  The 
Frances,  they  write  in  the  following  words :  ^<  His  letter  also  speaks 
of  another  shipment  of  thirty-one  packages  per  Frances,  which,  on 
arrival,  we  shall  then  hand  in  our  determination."  On  the  1st  of 
September  following,  they  again  write  to  Falconer,  Jackson,  &  Co., 
intimating  their  acceptance  of  the  shipment  by  The  Frances. 

On  this  state  of  facts,  it  is  contended  that  the  claimants  are  entitled 
to  restitution  —  that  they  either  had  an  original  interest  in  the  goods 
shipped,  or  had  acquired  one  before  the  capture. 

In  the  ordinary  course  of  mercantile  transactions,  a  deli- 
very to  a  shipmaster  is  a  delivery  to  the  consignee.  *  But  [  *  189  ] 
it  is  evident  that  this  delivery  may  be  absolute  or  qualified, 
and  that  the  effect  of  it  must  vary  accordingly.  A  voluntary  agent 
has  the  option  either  to  enter  upon  his  agency  in  strict  conformity 
with  the  instructions  of  his  principal,  or  with  such  reservations  or 
conditions  as  he  may  think  proper  to  prescribe ;  and  the  only  conse- 
quence is,  that,  in  the  latter  case,  he  leaves  his  principal  at  liberty  to 
adopt  or  repudiate  his  acts.  The  shipper  who  purchases  goods  on 
his  own  credit  or  with  his  own  funds,  is  not  acting  in  the  ordinary 
capacity  of  a  factor.  If  he  were,  the  goods,  even  before  shipment, 
would  be  the  property  of  the  individual  on  whose  order  the  purchase 
is  made.  Such  shipments  are  in  the  nature  of  a  mercantile  credit,  and 
the  shipper  always  retains  the  uncontrolled  exercise  of  discretion  in 
extending  it.  There  was,  therefore,  nothing  inconsistent  with  the 
relative  rights  of  the  parties,  in  Thompson's  imposing  upon  the  con- 
signees the  condition  of  taking  all  or  none  of  the  two  shipments ; 
and  the  consequence  was,  that  the  delivery  was  not  absolute,  but 
qualified;  and  until  the  condition  performed,  the  goods  remained  the 
property  of  the  shipper ;  and  had  they  suffered  shipwreck,  the  loss 
would  have  been  his. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  condition  was  performed,  and  that 
this  case  forms  an  exception  from  the  rule  that,  as  to  the  exercise  of 
belligerent  rights,  there  shall  be  no  transfer  in  transitu. 

The  acceptance  of  the  cargo  1i)y  The  Fanny  was  on  the  22d,  the 
VOL.  in.  28 
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capture  of  The  Frances  on  the  28th  of  August.  It  is  contended  that 
the  acceptance  of  The  Fanny's  cargo  was  conclusive  as  to  both 
shipments ;  and  that,  although  partial  in  terms,  it  must,  in  law,  have 
effect  as  to  the  whole,  since  such  was  the  condition  imposed  by  the 
shipper ;  and  that  it  was,  in  fact,  the  intention  of  the  claimants  that 
such  should  be  the  effect  of  the  acceptance ;  but  the  reservation  was 
intended  only  as  a  rttse  de  guerre,  to  guard  against  the  effects  of 
hostile  capture. 

There  is  certainly  nothing  illegal  in  resorting  to  devices  to  elude 
hostile  capture ;  and  where  it  can  be  dearly  shown  that  property  is 
really  neutral  or  friendly,  its  being  covered  under  hostile 
[  *  190  ]  habiliments  for  the  *  purpose  of  evasion,  will  not  necessarily 
subject  it  to  condemnation.  But  the  evidence  must  be  less 
equivocal  than  that  relied  on  in  this  case.  The  property  was  already 
captured  and  libelled  as  liable  to  American  capture,  when  the  claim- 
ants' letter  of  the  19th  September  was  written.  To  receive  such 
evidence,  under  such  circumstances,  to  so  critical  a  point,  would  be 
to  surrender  every  belHgerent  right  to  fraud  and  imposition.  The 
letter  of  the  22d  of  August  must,  therefore,  be  taken  on  its  plain 
import,  and  such  effect  given  to  it  as  its  words  imply. 

This  letter  contains  an  express  exclusion  of  the  goods  under 
consideration ;  but  it  is  contended  that,  as  Thompson's  letter  left 
them  no  latitude,  but  obliged  them  either  to  choose  or  refuse  the 
whole,  their  acceptance  of  part  cast  on  them  the  property  in  the 
whole. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  such  was  not  the  effect  of  this  act  of 
the  claimants.  The  consequence  of  such  a  doctrine  would  be  that 
where  a  property  is  to  be  acquired  upon  a  condition  performed,  the 
condition  may  be  rejected,  and  yet  the  property  acquired.  It  certainly 
put  it  in  the  power  of  the  shippers  either  to  cast  the  whole  property 
upon  the  claimants,  or  resume  the  property,  and  make  the  consignee 
accountable  for  that  which  had  come  to  his  hands«  Falconer,  Jack- 
son, &  Co.  upon  the  arrival  of  The  Frances,  had  she  not  been 
captured,  would  have  an  undoubted  right  to  demand  the  shipment 
made  by  her,  on  the  ground  of  the  claimants'  not  having  accepted  it 
within  the  time  limited ;  and  it  would  have  been  in  vain  for  the 
claimants  to  have  contested  their  right,  whilst  they  held  the  letter  of 
the  22d  of  August,  and  Thompson's  instructions  on  the  subject  of 
the  acceptance.  K,  then,  it  rested  with  Thompson  or  his  agent  to 
retain  the  property  in  this  shipment^  or  cast  it  upon  the  claimants, 
the  consequence  is,  that  the  legal  interest  still  remained  in  the  ship- 
pers. 

This  conclusion  on  the  state  of  interest  in  the  parties,  renders  it 
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unnecessaiy  to  consider  the  argument  urged  to  except  this  case  from 
the  rule  relative  to  changes  of  property  in  transitu;  and  we  hope  it 
will  be,  at  all  times,  recollected  that  the  reasoning  in  this  case  is  not 
founded  on  the  implied  admission  of  the  distinction  taken  by  the 
claimants'  counsel  on  this  subject 


•Thirty  Hogsheads  op  Sugar,  Adrian  B.  Bentzon,  Claim-  [•191] 
ant,  V.  Boyle  and  others,  being  the  officers  and  crew  of 
the  privateer  CJomet 

9  C.  191. 

An  island,  cocqaered  and  occupied  by  the  enemj,  is,  for  belligerent  and  commercial  piir> 
poses,  his  soil. 

The  pjodnce  of  that  soil  is  liable  to  condemnation,  while  it  belongs  to  the  indiTiddal  pro- 
prietor of  the  soil  which  produced  it,  althougii  he  is  a  neutral. 

The  principles  of  reason  and  justice,  which  constitute  the  unwritten  law  of  nations,  are,  in 
some  degree,  fixed  and  rendered  stable  by  judicial  decisions. 

The  prize  law  of  Great  Britain  has  continued  to  be  our  prize  law,  so  far  as  it  is  adapted  to 
our  condition,  and  has  not  been  varied  by  any  power  competent  to  change  it ;  and  conse- 
quently, decisions  of  questions  of  prize  in  that  country  will  be  received  with  respect  herOi 
though  not  binding  as  authority. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
Harper  J  for  the  claimant 
Pinkney^  for  the  captors, 

*  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  [  *  195  ] 
follows:  — 

The  island  of  Santa  Cruz,  belonging  to  the  kingdom  of  Denmark, 
was  subdued,  during  the  late  war,  by  the  arms  of  his  Britannic 
Majesty.  Adrian  Benjamin  Bentzon,  an  officer  of  the  Danish  govern- 
ment, and  a  proprietor  of  land  therein,  withdrew  from  the  ialand  on 
its  surrender,  and  has  since  resided  in  Denmark.  The  property  of 
the  inhabitants  being  secured  to  them,  he  still  retained  his  estate  in 
the  island  under  the  management  of  an  agent,  who  shipped  thirty 
hogsheads  of  sugar,  the  produce  of  that  estate,  on  board  a  British 
ship,  to  a  commercial  house  in  London,  on  account  and  risk  of  the 
said  A.  B.  Bentzon.     On  her  passage,  she  was  captured  by  the 
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American  privateer,  The  Comet,  and  brought  into  Baltimore,  where 
the  vessel  and  cargo  were  libelled  as  enemy  property.  A  claim  for 
these  sugars  was  put  in  by  Bentzon ;  but  they  were  condemned  with 
the  rest  of  the  cargo ;  and  the  sentence  was  affirmed  in  the  circuit 
court     The  claimant  then  appealed  to  this  court 

Some  doubt  has  been  suggested  whether  Santa  Cruz,  while  in  the 
possession  of  Great  Britain,  could  properly  be  considered  as  a  British 
island.  But  for  this  doubt  there  can  be  no  foundation.  Although 
acquisitions  made  during  war  are  not  considered  as  permanent  until 
confirmed  by  treaty,  yet  to  every  commercial  and  belligerent  purpose, 
they  are  considered  as  a  part  of  the  domain  of  the  conqueror,  so  long 
as  he  retains  the  possession  and  government  of  them.  The  island 
of  Santa  Cruz,  after  its  capitulation,  remained  a  British  island  until 
it  was  restored  to  Denmark 

Must  the  produce  of  a  plantation  in  that  island,  shipped  by  the 
proprietor  himself,  who  is  a  Dane  residing  in  Denmark,  be  considered 

as  British,  and  therefore  enemy  property  ? 
[  *  196  ]      *In  arguing  this  question,  the  counsel  for  the  claimant 
has  made  two  points. 

1.  That  this  case  does  not  come  within  the  rule  applicable  to  ship- 
ments from  an  enemy  countryi  even  as  laid  down  in  the  British 
courts  of  admiralty. 

2.  That  the  rule  has  not  been  rightly  laid  down  in  those  courts,  and 
consequently  will  not  be  adopted  in  this. 

1.  Does  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  British  courts  of  admiralty 
embrace  this  case  ? 

It  appears  to  the  court  that  the  case  of  The  *  Phoemx,  5  Bob.  20,  is 
precisely  in  point  In  that  case,  a  vessel  was  captured  in  a  voyage 
from  Surinam  to  Holland,  and  a  part  of  the  cargo  was  claimed  by 
persons  residing  in  Grermany,  then  a  neutral  country,  as  the  produce 
of  their  estates  in  Surinam. 

The  counsel  for  the  captors  considered  the  law  of  the  case  as 
entirely  settied.  The  counsel  for  the  claimants  did  not  controvert 
this  position.  They  admitted  it ;  but  endeavored  to  extricate  their 
case  from  the  general  principle  by  giving  it  the  protection  of  the 
treaty  of  Amiens.  In  pronouncing  his  opinion,  Sir  William  Scott 
lays  down  the  general  rule,  thus :  "  Certainly,  nothing  can  be  more 
decided  and  fixed,  as  the  principle  of  this  court,  and  of  the  supreme 
court,  upon  very  solemn  arguments,  than  that  the  possession  of  the 
soil  does  impress  upon  the  owner  the  character  of  the  country,  as  far 
as  the  produce  of  that  plantation  is  concerned,  in  its  transportation 
to  any  other  country,  whatever  the  local  residence  of  the  owner  may 
be.     This  has  been  so  repeatedly  decided,  both  in  this  and  the 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1815.  829 

Thirty  Hogsheads  of  Sugar  v,  Boyle.    9  C. 

superior  court,  that  it  is  no  longer  open  to  discussion.    No  question 
can  be  made  on  the  point  of  law,  at  this  day." 

Afterwards,  in  the  case  of  The  Vrow  Anna  Catharina,  6  Rob.  ^69, 
Sir  William  Scott  lays  down  the  rule,  and  states  its  reason.  '<  It 
cannot  be  doubted,"  he  says,  ^Hhat  there  are  transactions  so  radically 
and  fundamentally  national  as  to  impress  the  national  character, 
independent  of  peace  or  wax,  and  the  local  residence  of  the 
parties.  The  •produce  of  a  person's  own  plantation  in  the  [  *  197  ] 
colony  of  the  enemy,  though  shipped  in  time  of  peace,  is 
liable  to  be  coiisideied  as  the  property  of  the  enemy,  by  reason  that 
the  proprietor  has  incorporated  himself  with  the  pehnanent  interests 
of  the  nation  as  a  holder  of  the  soil,  and  is  to  be  taken  as  a  part  of 
that  country,  in  that  particular  transaction,  independent  of  his  own 
personal  residence  and  occupation." 

This  rule,  laid  down  with  so  much  precision,  does  not,  it  is  con- 
tended, embrace  Mr.  Bentzon's  claim,  because  he  has  not  "  incorpo- 
rated himself  with  the  permanent  interests  of  the  nation."  He 
acquired  the  property  while  Santa  Cruz  was  a  Danish  colony,  and 
he  withdrew  from  the  island  when  it  became  British. 

This  distinction  does  not  appear  to  the  court  to  be  a  sound  one. 
The  identification  of  the  national  character  of  the  owner  with  that 
of  the  soil,  in  the  particular  transaction,  is  not  placed  on  the  disposi- 
tions with  which  he  acquires  the  soil,  or  on  his  general  character. 
The  acquisition  of  land  in  Santa  Cruz  binds  him,  so  far  as  respects 
that  land,  to  the  fate  of  Santa  Cruz,  whatever  its  destiny  may  be. 
While  that  island  belonged  to  Denmark,  the  produce  of  the  soil, 
while  unsold,  was,  according  to  this  rule,  Danish  property,  whatever 
might  be  the  general  character  of  the  particular  proprietor.  When 
the  island  became  British,  the  soil  and  its  produce,  while  that  pro- 
duce remained  unsold,  were  British. 

The  general  commercial  or  political  character  of  Mr.  Bentzon 
could  not,  according  to  this  rule,  affect  this  particular  transaction. 
Although  incorporated,  so  far  as  respects  his  general  character,  with 
the  permanent  interests  of  Denmark,  he  was  incorporated,  so  far  as 
respected  his  plantation  in  Santa  Cruz,  with  the  permanent  injerests 
of  Santa  Cruz,  which  was,  at  that  time,  British ;  and  though,  as  a 
Dane,  he  was  at  war  with  Great  Britain,  and  an  enemy,  yet,  as  a 
proprietor  of  land  in  Santa  Cruz,  he  was  no  enemy :  he  could  ship 
his  produce  to  Great  Britain  in  perfect  safety. 

The  case  is  certainly  within  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  the  British 
courts.  The  next  inquiry  is :  how  far  will  that  rule  be  adopted  in 
this  country  ? 

•  The  law  of  nations  is  the  great  source  from  which  we  [  *  198  J 
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derive  those  rules,  respecting  belligerent  and  nentral  rights,  which 
are  recognized  by  all  civilized  and  commercial  States  throughont 
Europe  and  America.  This  law  is  in  part  unwritten,  and  in  part 
conventional  To  ascertain  that  which  is  unwritten,  we  resort  to  the 
great  principles  of  reason  and  justice :  but,  as  these  principles  will 
be  differently  understood  by  different  nations  under  different  circum- 
stances, we  consider  them  as  being,  in  some  degree,  fixed  and 
rendered  stable  by  a  series  of  judicial  decisions.  The  decisions  of 
the  courts  of  every  country,  so  far  as  they  are  founded  upon  a  law 
common  to  every  country,  will  be  received,  not  as  authority,  but  with 
respect  The  decisions  of  the  courts  of  every  country  show  how  the 
law  of  nations,  in  the  given  case,  is  understood  in  that  country,  and 
will  be  considered  in  adopting  the  rule  which  is  to  prevail  in  this. 

Without  taking  a  comparative  view  of  the  justice  or  fairness  of 
the  rules  established  in  the  British  courts,  and  of  *those  established 
in  the  courts  of  other  nations,  there  are  circumstances  not  to  be 
excluded  from  consideration,  which  give  to  those  rules  a  claim  to  our 
attention  that  we  cannot  entirely  disregard.  The  United  States 
having,  at  one  time,  formed  a  component  part  of  the  British  empire, 
their  prize  law  was  our  prize  law.  When  we  separated,  it  continued 
to  be  our  prize  law,  so  far  as  it  was  adapted  to  our  circumstances, 
and  was  not  varied  by  the  power  which  was  capable  of  changing  it. 

It  will  not  be  advanced,  in  consequence  of  this  former  relation 
between  the  two  countries,  that  any  obvious  misconstruction  of 
public  law,  made  by  the  British  courts,  will  be  considered  as  forming 
a  rule  for  the  American  courts,  or  that  any  recent  rule  of  the  British 
courts  is  entitied  to  more  respect  than  the  recent  rules  of  other 
countries.  But  a  case  professing  to  be  decided  on  ancient  principles 
will  not  be  entirely  disregarded,  unless  it  be  very  unreasonable,  or  be 
founded  on  a  construction  rejected  by  other  nations. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  The  Phcenix  is  said  to  be  a  recent  rule, 
because  a  case  solemnly  decided  before  the  lords  commis- 
[  *  199  ]  sioners  in  1783,  is  quoted  in  tiie  margin  as  its  authority. 
But  that  case  is  not  suggested  to  have  been  determin^ 
contrary  to  form^  practice  or  former  opinions.  Nor  do  we  perceive 
any  reason  for  supposing  it  to  be  contrary  to  the  rule  of  other  nations 
in  a  similar  case. 

The  opinion  that  ownership  of  the  soil  does,  in  some  degree, 
connect  the  owner  with  the  property,  so  far  as  respects  that  soil,  is 
an  opinion  which  certainly  prevails  very  extensively.  It  is  not  an 
unreasonable  opinion.  Personal  property  may  follow  the  person  any- 
where ;  and  its  character,  if  found  on  the  ocean,  may  depend  on  the 
domicile  of  the  owner.    But  land  is  fixed.     Wherever  the  owner 
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may  reside,  that  land  is  hostile  or  friendly,  according  to  the  condition 
of  the  country  in  which  it  is  placed.  It  is  no  extravagant  perversion 
of  principle,  nor  is  it  a  violent  offence  to  the  course  of  human  opinion, 
to  say  that  the  proprietor,  so  far  as  respects  his  interest  in  this  land, 
partakes  of  its  character;  and  that  the  produce,  while  the  owner 
remains  unchanged,  is  subject  to  the  same  disabilities.  In  condemn- 
ing the  sugars  of  Mr.  Bentzon,  as  enemy  property,  this  court  is  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  eiror,  and  the  sentence  is  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


Evans  v.  Jordan  and  Morehead. 

9  C.  199. 

The  act  of  January,  1808,  for  the  relief  of  Oliver  Eyans,  docs  not  authorize  those,  ^91)1^ /////. O'a^O 
erected  his  machinery  between  the  expiration  of  his  old  patent  and  the  issuing  of  the  new  /u^So^* 
one,  to  use  it  after  the  issuing  of  the  latter.  J/-f-,    '   <^ 

This  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Harper^  for  the  plaintiff. 

E.  J.  Lee  and  P.  B.  Eepj  contra. 

Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows : — 
•  The  question  certified  to  this  court,  by  the  circuit  court  [  •202  ] 
for  the  district  of  Virginia,  and  upon  which  the  opinion  of 
this  court  is  required,  is,  whether,  after  the  expiration  of  the  original 
patent  granted  to  Oliver  Evans,  a  general  right  to  use  his  discovery 
was  not  so  vested  in  the  public  as  to  require  and  justify  such  a  con- 
struction of  the  act  passed  in  January,  1808,*  entitled  "  An  act  for  the 
relief  of  Oliver  Evans,"  as  to  exempt  from  either  treble  or  single 
damages,  the  use,  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act,  of  the 
machinery  therein  mentioned,  which  was  erected  subsequent  to  the 
expiration  of  the  oriiginal  patent,  and  previous  to  the  passage  of  the 
said  act. 

.    The  act,  upon  the  construction  of  which  the  judges  of  the  circuit 
court  were  opposed  in  opinion,  directs  a  patent  to  be  granted,  in  the 

■  I  ■  1 1       Ill         I       1 .  1 1 1    I  I  I 
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form  prescribed  by  law,  to  Oliver  Evans  for  fonrteeti  years,  for  the 
full  and  exclusive  ri^t  of  making,  constructing,  using,  and  vending 
to  be  used  his  invention,  discovery,  and  improvements  in  the  art  of 
manufacturing  flour  and  meal,  and  in  the  several  machines  which 
he  has  discovered,  invented,  improved,  and  applied  to  that  purpose. 

The  proviso  upon  which  the  question  arises,  is  in  the  following 
words:  "Provided,  That  no  person  who  may  have  heretofore  paid 
the  said  Oliver  Evans  for  license  to  use  the  said  improvements,  shall 
be  obliged  to  renew  said  license,  or  be  subject  to  damages  for  not 
renewing  the  same ;  and,  provided  abo,  that  no  person  who  shall 
have  used  the  said  improvements,  or  have  erected  the  same  for  use, 
before  the  issuing  of  the  said  patent,  shall  be  liable  to  damages 
therefor." 

The  language  of  this  last  proviso  is  so  precise,  and  so  entirely  free 
firom  all  ambiguity,  that  it  is  difficult  for  any  course  of  reasoning  to 
shed  tight  upon  its  meaning.  It  protects  against  any  claim  for 
damages  which  Evans  might  make,  those  who  may  have  used  his 
improvements,  or  who  may  have  erected  them  for  use,  prior  to  the 
issuing  of  his  patent  under  this  law.  The  protection  is  limited  to 
acts  done  prior  to  another  act  thereafter  to  be  performed,  tp  wit,  the 
issuing  of  the  patent.  To  extend  it,  by  construction,  to  acts  which 
might  be  done  subsequent  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  would  be  to 

make,  not  to  interpret  the  law. 
[  *  203  ]  *  The  injustice  of  denying  to  the  defendants  the  use  of 
machinery  which  they  had  erected  after  the  expiration  of 
Evans's  first  patent,  and  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  law,  has  been 
strongly  urged  as  a  reason  why  the  words  of  this  proviso  should  be 
so  construed  as  to  have  a  prospective  operation.  But  it  should  be 
recollected  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages  for  using 
his  improvement,  after  the  issuing  of  his  patent  under  this  law, 
although  it  had  been  erected  prior  thereto,  arises,  not  imder  this  law, 
but  under  the  general  law  of  the  21st  of  February,  1793.^  The 
provisos  in  this  law  profess  to  protect  against  the  operation  of  the 
general  law  three  classes  of  persons ;  those  who  had  paid  Evans  for 
a  license  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  law ;  those  who  may  have  used 
his  improvements ;  and  those  who  may  have  erected  them  for  use, 
before  the  issuing  of  the  patent 

The  legislature  Height  have  proceeded  still  further,  by  providing  a 
shield  for  persons  standing  in  the  situation  of  these  defendants.  It 
is  believed  that  the  reasonableness  of  such  a  provision  could  *have 
been  questioned  by  no  one.    But  the  legislature  have  not  thought 
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proper  to  extend  the  protection  of  these  provisos  beyond  the  issuing 
of  the  patent  under  that  law,  and  this  court  would  transgress  the 
limits  of  judicial  power  by  an  attempt  to  supply,  by  construction, 
this  supposed  omission  of  the  legislature.  The  argument,  founded 
upon  the  hardship  of  this  and  similar  cases,  would  be  entitled  to 
great  weight,  if  the  words  of  this  proviso  w^re  obscure,  and  open  to 
construction.  But  considerations  of  this  nature  can  never  sanction 
a  construction  at  variance  with  the  manifest  meaning  of  the  legisla- 
ture, expressed  in  plain  and  unambiguous  language. 
'  The  argument  of  the  defendants'  counsel  that,  unless  the  construc- 
tion they  contend  for  be  adopted,  the  proviso  is  senseless  and 
inoperative,  is  susceptible  of  the  same  answer. 

•  Whether  the  proviso  was  introduced  from  abundant  [  *  204  ] 
caution,  or  from  an  opinion  really  entertained  by  the  legis- 
lature, that  those  who  might  have  erected  these  improvements,  or 
might  have  used  them  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  would  be 
liable  to  damages  for  having  done  so,  it  is  impossible  for  this  court 
to  say.  It  is  not  difficult,  however,  to  imagine  a  state  of  things 
which  might  have  afforded  some  ground  for  such  an  opinion. 

Although  this  court  has  been  informed,  and  the  judge,  who  delivers 
this  opinion  knows,  that  the  former  patent  given  to  Evans  had  been 
adjudged  to  be  void  by  the  circuit  court  of  Pennsylvania,  prior  to 
the  passage  of  this  law,  yet  that  fact  is  not  recited  in  the  law,  nor 
does  it  appear  that  it  was  within  the  view  of  the  legislature ;  and  if 
that  patent  right  had  expired  by  its  own  limitation,  the  legislature 
might  well  make  it  a  condition  of  the  new  grant  that  the  patentee 
should  not  disturb  those  who  had  violated  the  former  patent.  This 
idea  was  certainly  in  the  mind  of  the  legislature  which  passed  the 
act  of  the  21st  of  February,  1793,  which,  after  repealing  the  act  of 
the  lOUi  of  April,  1790,^preserves  the  rights  of  patentees  under  the 
repealed  law  only  in  relation  to  violations  committed  after  the 
passage  of  the  repealing  law. 

If  the  decision  above  mentioned  was  made  known  to  the  legis- 
lature, it  is  not  impossible  but  that  a  doubt  might  have  existed 
whether  the  patent  was  thereby  rendered  void  ab  initio^  or  from  the 
time  of  rendering  the  judgment ;  and  if  the  latter,  then  the.  proviso 
would  afford  a  protection  against  all  preceding  violations.  But 
whatever  might  be  the  inducements  with  the  legislature  to  limit 
the  proviso,  under  consideration,  as  we  find  it,  this  court  cannot 
introduce  a  different  proviso  totally  at  variance  with  it  in  language 
and  intention. 

*  1  Stats,  at  Large,  109. 


334        SUPREME   COURT  OF   THE  UNITED   STATES. 


Cargo  of  Ship  Hazaid  v.  Cuipbell.    9  C. 


It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  this  court  that  the  act  passed  in 
January,  1808,  entitled  "An  act  for  the  relief  of  Oliver  Evans," 
ought  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to  exempt  from  either  treble  or  single 
damages,  the  use,  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  said  act,  of  the 
machinery  therein  mentioned,  which  was  erected  subsequent  to  the 
expiration  of  the  original  patent,  and  previous  to  the  passage  of  the 
said  act.  Which  opinion  is  ordered  to  be  certified  to  the  circuit 
court  for  the  district  of  Virginia. 

14  H.  539. 


[  *  205  ]  •  Cargo  op  the  Ship  Hazard  v.  Campbell  and  others. 

9  C.  205. 
Neutral  cover  of  Britifih  property.    Time  for  farther  proof  refased. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
CharUon^  and  P.  B.  Key^  for  the  appellants. 
Jones^  and  Pinkney^  contrii. 

[  *  207  ]  •  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  — 

The  ship  Hazard  and  cargo  were  libelled  as  prixe  of  war  in  the 
district  court  of  Georgia,  where  the  latter  was  condemned,  and  the 
ship  restored  to  the  master,  with  an  allowance  for  fireight.  This 
sentence  being  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court,  an  appeal,  as  to  the 
cargo,  was  taken  to  this  court. 

The  cargo  was  claimed  in  behalf  of  Messrs.  Luning,  Gogel,  &  Co., 
subjects  of  Sweden,  and  residing  at  Gottenburg.  It  is  impossible  to 
look  at  the  proofs  in  this  cause,  without  being  at  once  convinced  that 
this  house  never  had  any  interest  in  it.  The  papers  found  on  board 
leave  not  the  smallest  doubt  as  to  the  hostile  character  of  the 
property,  which  is  also  abundantly  proved  by  the  witnesses  who 
were  examined  in  the  district  court  The  shipment  was  made  by 
Mr  Worrall,  a  British  merchant  at  Liverpool,  and  an  English  super- 
cargo put  on  board  by  the  name  of  Diggles,  under  whom  Mr.  Dalmer, 
who  filed  the  claim,  was  to  act  as  assistant  supercargo.  Between 
Mr.  Worrall  and  Mr.  Lowden,  who  makes  some  figure  in  this  trans- 
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action^  there  is  proved  to  exist  such  an  inthnate  connection,  as  to 
render  the  one  chargeable  for  the  declarations  and  acts  of  the  other, 
so  far  as  they  regard  this  shipment  Mr.  Lowden,  in  a  letter  to  his 
correspondent,  at  Charleston,  which  was  on  board  of  The  Hazard, 
says :  ^  There  is  likely  to  be  a  great  deal  of  basiness  done  betwixt 
this  and  Amelia  Island.^  The  vessel  that  this  goes  by  has  about 
9,0002.  worth  on  board.  The  parties  interested  are  my  particular 
friends."  And  a  little  further  on :  ^  It  may,  perhaps,  be  satisfactory 
to  know  that  we  have  full  and  unlimited  authority  from  a  respect* 
able  house  in  Gottenburg,  to  make  use  of  their  name  upon  any  i 

occasion  whatever ;  so  that,  in  case  of  capture  or  detention,  the 
necessary  proof  could  easily  be  produced  of  the  neutrality  of  the 
property."  Mr.  Worrall  writes  to  Mr.  Smith,  of  Charleston,  that  the 
Russian  vessel  Hazard,  bound  to  Amelia  Island,  was  laden  by  him 
in  conjunction  with  some  other  friends."  There  was,  also,  a  memo- 
randum on  board  for  the  government  of  the  supercargo, 
signed  by  Lowden,  *  containing,  among  others,  this  instruc-  [  *  208  ] 
tion:  ^  Should  you  be  boarded  at  sea,  by  men  of  war  or 
privateers,  you  must  uniformly  declare  the  property  to  belong  to 
Luning,  Oogel,  &  Co.,  of  Oottenburg,  as  it  is  represented  to  be  by 
the  documents  accompanying  the  cargo.  Men  of  war  are  apt  to 
board  under  false  colors,  and  if  you  don't  stick  to  the  text,  you  may 
be  deceived."  It  may  be  asked  here,  why  was  the  supercargo  thus 
cautioned  to  be  on  his  guard,  unless  he  was  in  the  secret,  as  he 
doubtless  was,  that  the  documents  were  colorable,  and  the  property, 
in  fact,  British  ? 

Mr.  Dalmer,  in  the  claim  interposed  by  him  for  the  cargo,  does  not 
swear  to  its  neutrality,  but  only  that  the  gentlemen  at  Oottenburg 
are  owners  thereof,  as  far  as  he  is  informed ;  and  it  is  deserving  of 
attention  that  Mr.  Diggles,  the  supercargo,  not  only  does  not  unite 
with  the  assistant  supercargo  in  filing  this  daim,  but,  on  being 
brought  before  the  commissioners,  refuses  to  be  sworn,  or  examined 
as  a  witness  in  the  cause.  On  his  examination,  sometime  afterwards, 
before  the  district  judge,  he  states  that  '^  he  is  not  acquainted  with 
the  owners  of  the  cargo,  or  any  part  of  it,  and  cannot  swear  that 
Luning,  Oogel,  &  Co.  are  the  owners ;  that  he  received  his  instruc- 
tions from  Mr.  Worrall,  as  agent  of  that  house." 

There  was  a  short  letter  of  instructions  on  board,  to  Diggles  and 
Dalmer,  dated  8th  October,  1813,  and  proved  to  be  signed  by  Luning, 
Oogel,  &  Co.,  but  the  body  of  which  must,  no  doubt,  have  been 
written  by  Mr.  Worrall,  or  under  his  direction. 

1  Then  beloDging  to  Spain. 
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Now,  although  the  invoice  be  made  oat  in  the  name  and  for  the 
account  and  risk  of  Luning,  Gogel,  &  Ck>.,  and  a  letter  of  instructions 
signed  by  them  was  found  on  board,  it  would  be  giving  more  weight 
to  these  formal  documents  than  they  are  entitled  to,  should  we  say, 
that  they,  have  satisfied  us,  notwitlistanding  the  mass  of  evidence 
which  this  cause  presents  to  the  contrary,  that  the  property  was 
other  than  British,  through  every  stage  of  this  transaction.  Iiideed, 
the  advocates  of  the  appeUant,  despairing  to  convince  the  court  of 
its  neutrality,  rely  principally  on  an  irregularity  in  the  capture,  and 
on  a  suppression  by  the  captors  of  a  letter  of  instructions 
[  *  209  ]  *from  Luning,  Oogel,  &  Co.,  which  it  is  said  came  to  their 
hands. 

The  capture,  it  is  alleged,  was  made  within  the  limits  and  jurisdic- 
tion of  Spain.  Of  this  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence,  which  renders 
it  unnecessary  to  say  what  influence  that  fact,  if  established,  might 
have  on  the  ultimate  decision  of  the  court  The  suppression  of  the 
paper  in  question  is  also  very  imperfectly  made  out ;  and  if  it  had 
been  brought  into  court,  and  formed  part  of  the  evidence  in  the  cause, 
it  could  not  possibly  do  the  appellant  any  good ;  for  a  paper  merely 
signed  by  Luning,  Oogel,  &  Co.,  and  converted  into  a  letter  of  in« 
structions  by  Mr.  Worrall,  in  Liverpool,  to  suit  his  own  purposes,  as 
must  have  been  the  case  here,  could  have  but  little  efiect  in  removing 
any  one  of  the  numerous  doubts  which  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
are  so  weU  calculated  to  excite. 

A  motion  has  also  been  made  for  an  order  for  further  proof.    If 
the  court  entertained  any  difficulty  as  to  the  reality  of  this  transac- 
tion, or  believed  that  Messrs.  Luning,  Oogel,  &  Co.  could  prove  that 
they  were,  in  fact,  the  owners  of  this  property,  perhaps  it  might  listen 
to  the  application,  late  as  it  is ;  but  believing,  as  it  does,  that  the  evi- 
dence, as  it  now  stands,  is  not  susceptible  of  any  satisfotctory  expla-      I 
nation,  and  that  the  captors  have  made  out  a  clear  title  to  the  whole     | 
cargo  shipped  by  Mr.  Worrall,  it  cannot,  in  justice  to  them,  make     | 
any  such  order. 

The  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  is,  therefore,  unanimously  affirm- 
ed«  with  costs. 
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Ship  SociETE,  Martinson,  Master. 

9  C.  209. 

If  a  neutral  vessel  be  captured  on  her  outward  Toyage  from  England  to  Amelia  Island,  carry- 
ing a  hostile  cargo,  which  is  condemned,  and  if,  bj  the  charter-party,  the  outward  cargo 
is  to  be  carried  free  of  freight,  bat  the  homeward  caiigo  is  to  pay  at  a  certain  rate,  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  nature  of  the  cargo,  yet  the  court  will  decree  frc\ght  to  Amelia  Island 
on  the  outward  cargo,  to  be  assessed  upon  the  principles  of  a  quantum  meruit. 

This  court  will  not  allow  a  new  claim  to  be  interposed  here,  bat  will  remand  the  cause  to 
the  circait  court,  where  it  may  be  presented. 

Thb  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Pinkney  and  Jones j  for  the  ship-owner.  [  *  210  ] 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

William  Little,  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  entered 
into  a  Charter-party  witii  Magnus  Martinson,  master  of  the  Swedish 
ship,  called  The  Societe,  at  London,  on  the  10th  day  of  November, 
1813,  whereby  the  said  Martinson  let,  and  the  said  Little  took,  the 
said  ship  to  freight  for  the  voyage,  and  on  the  terms  mentioned  in  the 
charter-party. 

It  was  agreed,  among  other  things,  that  the  vessel  should  take  on 
board  a  cargo,  prepared  for  her  in  the  Thames,  and  deliver  it  at 
Amelia  Island,  freight  free.  At  Amelia  Island,  she  was  to  take  on 
board  such  return  ca^o  as  might  be  tendered  to  her.  If  she  could 
not  be  loaded  there,  she  was  to  proceed  to  such  port  in  the 
*  United  States  as  the  agent  of  Little  should  direct,  and  [  *  211  ] 
there  receive  her  cargo.  There  were  other  provisional  stipu- 
lations, and  it  was  agreed  that  the  freight  on  the  return  cargo,  should 
be  a  sum  specified  in  the  charter-party,  which  exceeded  what  would 
have  been  paid  as  freight  on  the  return  cargo  alone,  had  it  been 
totally  unconnected  with  the  outward  voyage. 

On  her  voyage  to  Amelia  Island,  The  Societe  was  captured  by  an 
armed  vessel  of  the  United  States,  and  brought  into  the  district  of 
Greorgia,  where  the  cargo  was  libelled,  and  condemned  as  enemy 
property. 

A  claim  for  freight  was  interposed  by  the  master  of  The  Societe, 
and  the  district  judge  appointed  commissioners  to  ascertain  the  value 
of  the  freight  on  the  voyage  to  Amelia  Island,  and  decreed  freight 
conformably  to  their  report. 
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The  claimant  of  the  cargo  and  the  master  of  the  ship  both  appealed 
to  the  circuit  court,  where  the  sentence  of  the  district  judge  was,  in 
all  things,  affirmed.  From  that  sentence  an  appeal  was  prayed  to 
this  court. 

The  cases  already  decided  in  this  court  on  the  questions  of  domi- 
cile, and  trading  with  the  enemy,  having  completely  settled  this  case, 
so  far  as  respected  the  claim  to  the  cargo,  that  part  of  the  sentence  is 
affirmed,  without  opposition. 

On  the  part  of  the  master,  it  is  contended,  that  his  right  to  freight 
ought  to  be  measured  by  his  charter-party,  not  by  any  estimated 
value  of  the  freight  on  the  voyage  to  Amelia  Island. 

Had  the  charter-party  contained  any  stipulation  for  freight  to 
Amelia  Island,  that  stipulation  would,  unquestionably,  have  governed 
the  court.  But  the  outward  cargo  was  to  be  delivered  freight  free. 
So  far,  then,  as  the  case  is  controlled  by  the  express  stipulations  of 
the  charter-party,  the  vessel  is  entitled  to  the  whole  freight  on  a  return 

cargo  never  taken  on  board,  or  to  nothing. 
[  •  212  ]  The  court  knows  of  no  case  of  capture  where  the  *  neutral 
vessel  has  been  allowed  fright  for  a  cargo  not  taken  with 
her.  There  is  no  lien  on  one  cargo  for  freight  which  may  accrue  on 
another.  The  court  can  perceive  no  principle  on  which  a  cargo  to 
be  delivered  freight  free  can  be  burdened  with  the  freight  agreed  to 
be  paid  on  the  cargo  to  be  afterwards  taken  on  board.  In  this  case, 
too,  no  sum  in  gross  is  to  be  paid  for  freight,  but  a  sum  depending  on 
the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  return  cargo.  As  between  the  cap- 
tor and  neutral  owner,  the  court  cannot  consider  this  as  one  entire 
voyage,  but  as  distinct  outward  and  inward  voyages. 

If  the  claim  to  freight  on  the  return  voyage,  not  commenced  at  the 
time  of  capture,  cannot  be  sustained,  the  court  perceives  no  other 
rule  which  could  have  been  adopted  than  that  which  the  district 
court  did  adopt.  Freight  has  been  allowed  on  the  whole  voyage  to 
Amelia  Island  as  on  a  qucmtum  meruit. 

The  captors  not  having  appealed,  no  question  can  arise  on  the 
propriety  of  having  allowed  the  ship  any  freight  whatever.  The 
court,  however,  will  say  that  it  is  satisfied  with  the  allowance  which 
is  made,  and  which  is  certainly  an  equitable  one. 

The  sentence  is  affirmed,  teith  costs. 

The  officers  of  The  Rattlesnake  and  Enterprize,  armed  vessels  of 
the  United  States,  offered  a  petition  to  this  court  to  be  permitted  to 
claim  for  themselves  and  their  crew,  a  share  of  the  prize  in  the  case 
of  The  Societe ;  alleging  that  they  are  entitled  equally  with  the  offi- 
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cers  and  crew  of  the  gunboat  by  whom  the  said  cargo  was  libelled ; 
which  petition  was  rejected,  and  the  claim  was  not  received ;  it  being 
the  opinion  of  this  court  that  the  claim  of  the  petitioners. must  be 
made  in  the  circuit  court,  to  which  the  cause  is  remanded. 


The  United  States  v.  Giles  and  others. 

9   C.  212. 

If  a  marshal,  before  the  date  of  his  officild  bond,  receive,  upon  an  execution,  money  dne  to/^  T-  '  ^'^^ 
the  United  States,  with  orders  from  the  comptroller  to  paj  it  into  the  bank  of  the  United  ijW^.  4.^  «''^^ 
States,  which  he  neglects  to  do,  the  sureties  in  his  official  bond,  executed  afterwards,  ai« /;|/^.  ^  n"^  ^ 
not  liable  therefor  upon  the  bond,  althongh  the  money  remain  in  the  marshal's  hands  ^r^,^  a^    ^ 
after  the  execution  of  the  bond.  0/     jt*^  n 

The  comptroller  of  the  treasury  has  a  right  to  direct  the  marshal  to  whom  he  shall  pay /^ '  *^^  "^ 
money  received  upon  execution,  and  a  payment  according  to  such  directions  is  good;  and/^/'  ^^-V  / 
it  seems  he  may  avail  himself  of  it  upon  the  trial,  without  having  submitted  it  as  a  claim 
to  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury. 

No  debtor  of  the  United  States  can,  at  the  trial,  set  off  a  claim  for  a  debt  due  to  him  by  the 
United  States,  unless  such  claim  shall  have  been  submitted,  to  the  accounting  officers  of 
the  treasury  and  by  them  rejected,  except  in  the  cases  of  accident,  inability,  and  absence, 
provided  for  by  the  statute. 

This  was  a  case  certified  from  the  circuit  court  for  the 
district  of  New  York,  in  which  the  opinions  of  the  *  judges  [  *  213  ] 
of  that  court  were  opposed  upon  ten  questions  of  law  arising 
out  of  a  special  verdict.     The  case  is  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court 

J(mes^  for  the  United  States. 

Harper y  for  the  defendants. 

*  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  [  *  230  ] 
follows :  — 

This  is  a  joint  action  of  debt  on  a  bond  dated  the  9th  of  January, 
1801,  in  the  penalty  of  $20,000. 

The  condition  of  the  bond  is  as  follows :  Whereas  the  above-bound 
Aquila  Giles  hath  been  appointed  the  marshal  in  and  for  the  New 
York  district,  in  pursuance  of  an  act,  entitled  "  an  act  to  establish  the 
judicial  courts  of  the  United  States,"  now,  the  condition  of  the  pre- 
ceding obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said  A.  6.  shall,  by  himself  and 
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his  deputies,  faithfully  execute  all  lawful  precepts  directed  to  the 
marshal  of  the  said  district  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 
and  true  returns  make,  and  in  all  things  well  and  truly  and  without 
malice  or  partiality,  perform  the  duties  of  the  office  of  marshal  in 
and  for  the  said  district  of  New  York,  during  his  continuance  in  the 
said  office,  and  take  only  his  lawful  fees,  then  the  obligation  to  be 
void,  &c. 

General  performance  is  pleaded  by  the  defendants,  to  which  a 
replication  is  filed  assigning  six  breaches,  to  all  of  which  there  was  a 

rejoinder,  surrejoinder,  and  issue. 
[  •  231  ]  •  On  the  issue  joined  on  the  first  breach,  the  special  verdict 
finds  that,  on  the  20th  of  January,  1800,  the  said  writ  of  vend, 
exp.  and  fi.  fa.  was  delivered  to  Giles,  who,  before  he  proceeded  to 
execute  it,  was  authorized  by  the  officers  of  the  treasury  to  sell  the 
land  of  Lamb,  under  said  writ,  for  one  fourth  part  of  the  purchase- 
money  in  cash,  one  fourth  part  payable  in  two  years  firom  the  time 
of  sale,  one  fourth  part  in  three  years,  and  the  other  fourth  part  in 
four  years,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  sale,  to  be  secured  by  bonds 
and  mortgages,  payable  to  Giles,  as  marshal,  or  to  the  marshal  of  the 
district  for  the  time  being,  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  United  States. 
That  on  the  17th  of  December,  1800,  John  Steele,  being  comptroller 
of  the  treasury,  did  instruct  and  order  Giles  to  pay  into  the  office  of 
discount  and  deposit  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  in  New  Yoriv, 
to  the  credit  of  the  treasurer  of  the  United  States,  all  the  moneys  which 
might  be  levied  from  the  property  of  Lamb,  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ  of  vend,  exp.  and  ft.  fa.  That,  under  these  instructions,  Giles 
proceeded  to  sell  the  lands  of  John  Lamb ;  the  sales  of  which  com- 
menced on  the  26th  of  November,  1800,  and  were  continued  until 
the  23d  of  December  in  the  same  year.  That  during  the  sales  and 
afterwards,  and  before  the  execution  of  the  bond  by  the  defendants, 
Giles  received  from  some  of  the  purchasers  several  sums  amoantuig 
to  $3,713.98,  and  no  more,  which  sums  were  paid  as  the  fourth  of  the 
purchase-money  of  the  lands  bought  by  them.  That  Giles  has  never 
brought  into  court,  or  paid  into  the  bank,  either  of  the  said  sums  of 
$60,  which  was  received  on  the  20th  of  January,  1800,  on  a  sale,  by 
GUes,  of  the  chattels  of  Lamb,  or  of  $3,713.98,  and  that  he  never  was 
required  so  to  do  by  any  order  of  the  district  court.  That,  while 
Giles  was  marshal  as  aforesaid,  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum 
was  issued  out  of  said  court,  and  delivered  to  him  against  Elias 
Hicks,  on  a  judgment  recovered  by  the  United  States,  on  which  was 
indorsed  a  direction  to  Giles  to  levy  the  sum  of  $33,156.38,  besides 
marshal's  fees  and  poundage ;  that  Hicks  was  arrested  by  GUes,  and 
in  custody  on  said  writ  until  discharged  therefrom  by  the  secretary 
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of  the  treasury ;  that  the  poundage  fees  of  Giles  thereon,  if  any  were 
due,  have  not  been  paid  to  him  by  any  one,  and  that  they 
amount,  if  due  at  all,  to  $419.57.  *  That  the  United  States  [  *  232  ] 
became  indebted  to  Giles,  while  marshal  as  aforesaid,  in  the 
sum  of  $8,139.96,  for  his  fees  and  services,  in  taking  the  second 
census  in  his  district,  and  for  moneys  paid  to  his  assistants,  in  taking 
the  said  census,  pursuant  to  the  act  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
which  sums  amount  to  $8,553.53,  in  part  payment  of  which  Giles 
retains  the  two  sums  of  $50,  and  of  $3,713.98.  But  whether,  in  law, 
he  converted  them  to  his  own  use,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect  of 
the  condition  of  the  said  bond,  the  jurors  pray  the  advice  of  the  court 
If  the  court  shall  think  that  it  was  such  a  conversion,  the  jurors  assess 
damages  on  this  breach  at  $3,763.98.  But  if  the  court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  such  retaining  was  no  conversion,  then  the  jury  say  that 
he  did  not  convert  the  same  to  his  use. 

2.  The  second  breach  assigned,  is,  that  Giles  having,  on  the  17th 
of  December,  1800,  sold  other  lands  of  Lamb  under  the  writ  afore- 
said for  the  further  sum  of  $60,000,  received  the  said  sum  on  the 
20th  of  January,  1801,  (which  was  after  the  execution  of  the  bond,) 
and  converted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use. 

On  the  issue  joined  on  this  breach,  the  jury  find  that  Giles,  having 
made  the  sales  as  aforssaid,  and  under  the  instructions  and  orders 
aforesaid,  received  from  the  purchasers,  after  the  9th  of  January, 
1801,  and  before  the  27th  of  March,  1801,  (when  he  went  out  of 
oJEce,)  the  sum  of  $1,683.52,  and  after  that  day  the  sum  of  $17,191.58, 
amounting,  in  the  whole,  to  $18,875.10,  which  sums  were  paid  by  the 
purchasers,  as  the  cash  payment  which  was  to  be  made  by  them  for 
the  land  so  purchased,  (which  sales  took  place  between  the  26th  of 
November  and  the  23d  of  December,  1800.)  That  the  poundage 
and  charges  due  to  and  paid  by  Giles,  and  legally  chargeable  against 
the  proceeds  of  these  sales,  amounted  to  $1,332.85,  which  leaves  in 
the  hands  of  Giles  the  net  sum  of  $17,542.25,  of  the  moneys  received 
by  him  after  the  9th  of  January,  1801.  That,  on  the  13th  of  April, 
1803,  he  paid  to  Edward  Livingston,  who  was  district  attorney,  the 
sum  of  $6,238.35,  which  was  receipted  for  on  the  said  writ  of  exe- 
cution. That  it  was  then  and  yet  is  the  usage  and  practice, 
•  within  the  said  district,  for  the  marshal  to  pay  to  the  dis-  [  *  233  ] 
trict  attorney  aU  moneys  levied  by  executions  issued  by  the 
said  attorney,  in  suits  in  which  the  United  States  are  plaintiffs. 
That  this  payment  was  made  by  and  with  the  approbation  of  the 
comptroller  of  the  treasury,  and  that  Giles  has  never  in  any  other 
way  paid  the  said  last-mentioned  sum  to  the  United  States,  or 
brought  it  into  court  in  any  other  way,  than  by  paying  it  as  afore- 
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saidf  to  the  district  attorney.  That  as  to  another  part  of  the  said 
sum  of  $17,542.26,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $4,479.68,  Giles  retains  the 
same  towards  satisfaction  of  an  equal  sum  due  to  him  as  aforesaid 
from  the  United  States.  That  the  residue  of  the  said  sum,  to  wit, 
the  sum  of  $6,824.22,  Giles  retains  to  this  day.  But  they  pray  the 
advice  of  the  court  whether  Giles  converted  to  his  own  use,  contrary 
to  the  condition  of  the  said  bond,  the  said  several  sums  of  $6,238.35, 
$4,479.68,  and  $6,824.22. 

.  1.  If  he  converted  all  of  the  said  sums  contrary,  &c*,  then  they 
aftsess  damages  at  $20,613.12. 

2.  If  he  did  not  convert  the  said  sum  of  $6,238.35,  paid  to  Living- 
ston,  but  converted  the  other  two  sums,  then  they  assess  damages  at 
$14,374.77. 

3.  If  he  did- not  convert  the  first  two  sums,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
$6,238.35,  and  $4,479.68,  but  did  convert  the  sum  of  $6,824.22,  to 
his  own  use,  then  they  assess  damages  at  $9,895.9. 

4.  If  Giles  did  not  convert  to  his  own  use  the  sum  of  $6,824.22, 
but  did  convert  the  other  two  sums,  then  they  assess  damages  at 
$10,718.3. 

5.  If  Giles  did  not  convert  to  his  own  use  the  said  sum  of 
$4,479.68,  but  did  so  convert  the  other  two  sums,   they  assess 

damages  at  $16,133.44. 
£  •  234  ]       6.  If  Giles  did  not  convert  to  his  own  use  the  two  *  sums 

of  $4,479.68,  and  $6,824.22,  but  did  so  convert  the  othor 
sum  of  $6,238.35,  then  the  damages  are  assessed  at  $6,238.35. 

7.  If  Giles  did  not  so  convert  the  two  sums  of  $6,238.35,  and 
$6,824.22,  but  did  so  convert  the  other  sums  of  $4,479.68,  they  then 
find  damages  to  the  amount  of  $4,479.68. 

8.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  GUes  converted  neither  of  those 
sums  to  his  own  use,  contrary  to  the  effect  of  the  said  condition,  then 
the  jury  find  that  he  did  not  so  convert  either  of  them. 

On  the  issue  joined  on  the  fourth  breach,  the  following  facts 
appear  on  the  special  verdict.  That  on  the  Ist  of  February,  1801, 
Giles  had  in  his  hands,  as  marshal,  14  bonds,  described  in  assigning 
the  fourth  breach,  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs.  That  Giles  continued 
marshal  until  the  27th  of  March,  1801,  when  he  was  duly  removed 
and  dismissed  from  office,  and  John  Swartwout,  on  the  same  day, 
appointed  marshal  of  the  said  district  in  his  place,  who  continued 
marshal  until  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  That  the  said  bonds 
continued  in  the  hands  of  Giles  until  the  3d  of  January,  1803,  when 
they  were  delivered  by  him  to  Edward  Livingston,  who  was  then 
district  attorney,  by  and  with  the  assent  and  approbation  of  the  comp- 
troller of  the  treasury.    That,  on  the  12th  of  January,  1803,  Gabriel 
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Duval  being  comptroller  of  the  treasury,  as  such,  did  instruct,  order, 
and  direct  Giles,  as  late  marshal,  to  deliver  immediately  the  said  14 
bonds  to  the  said  John  Swartwout,  his  successor  in  office,  which  he 
did  not  do.  K  the  court  shall  think  this  was  a  conversion  of  these 
bonds',  the  jury  assess  damages  at  $5,255.73.  If  the  court  think 
otherwise,  the  jury  find  it  to  be  no  conversion. 

On  the  subject  of  the  fifth  breach,  it  is  found  that  GUes  on  the  1st 
of  September,  1800,  received,  as  marshal,  $309.87,  on  an  execution 
issued  against  one  Richard  Capes,  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs,  which 
he  retains  towards  satisfaction  of  an  equal  sum  due  from  them  to 
him.  If  this  be  deemed  a  conversion  by  the  court,  the  jury 
*  assess  damages  at  $309.87.  But  if  the  court  shall  not  think  [  *  235  ] 
so,  then  the  jury,  on  this  breach,  find  for  the  defendants. 

It  is  certified,  that  the  circuit  court  were  divided  in  opinion  on  the 
following  points  arising  on  this  record. 

1.  Whether  judgment  should  be  given  for  the  plaintiffs  or  for  the 
defendants  as  to  the  sum  of  $3,763.98,  being  the  damages  assessed 
upon  the  first  breach  assigned. 

2.  The  like  question  as  to  the  sum  of  $20,613.12,  being  the  fiirst 
sum  assessed  as  conditional  damages,  on  the  second  breach. 

3.  The  same  question  as  to  the  sum  of  $14,374.77,  being  the  second 
sum  conditionaUy  assessed  on  the  second  breacL 

4.  The  like  as  to  the  sum  of  $9,895.99,  being  the  third  sum  assessed 
conditionally  on  the  second  breach. 

5.  The  like  as  to  the  sum  of  $10,718.3,  being  the  fourth  sum 
assessed  on  the  second  breach. 

6.  The  like  question  as  to  the  sum  of  $16,133.44,  being  the  fifth 
sum  assessed  on  the  second  breach. 

7.  The  like  question  as  to  the  sum  of  $6,238.35,  being  the  sixth 
sum  assessed  on  the  second  breach. 

8.  The  like  question  as  to  the  sum  of  $4,479.68,  being  the  seventh 
sum  assessed  on  the  second  breach. 

9.  The  like  question  as  to  the  sum  of  $5,255.73,  being  the  dam- 
ages assessed  on  the  fourth  breach. 

10.  The  like  question  as  to  the  sum  of  $309.87,  *  being  [  *  236  ] 
ihe  damages  assessed  on  the  fifth  breach. 

The  first  point  on  which  the  direction  of  this  court  is  asked,  will 
require  a  decision  of  the  following  questions :  — 
.    1.  Had  Giles  a  right  to  retain  out  of  the  public  moneys  in  his 
hands  any  sums  which  might  be  due  to  him  for  his  services,  or  for 
advances  made  by  him  as  marshal  ? 

.  2.  Are  the  defendants  liable,  under  the  condition  of  their  bond,  for 
the  two  sums  of  $56,  and  of  $3,713.98,  received  by  GUes,  the  first 
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sum  on  the  20th  of.  January,  1800,  and  the  other  on  some  day  prior 
to  the  9th  of  January,  1801,  which  is  the  date  of  their  bond  ? 

The  act  of  congress  providing  for  the  settlement  of  accounts  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  receivers  of  public  moneys,^  is  so 
explicit  as  to  preclude  every  difficulty  in  deciding  on  the  first  ques- 
tion. The  third  section  of  the  law  provides,  that  where  a  suit  shall  be 
instituted  against  any  person  indebted  to  the  United  States,  the  court 
shall  grant  judgment  at  the  return  term,  on  motion,  unless  the  de- 
fendant shall,  in  open  court,  make  oath  or  affirmation  that  he  is  equi- 
tably entitled  to  credits,  which  had  been,  previous  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  accounting 
officers  of  the  treasury,  and  rejected,  specifying  each  particular  daim 
so  rejected  in  the  affidavit  The  next  section  declares  that  in  suits 
between  the  United  States  and  individuals,  no  claim  for  a  credit  shall 
be  admitted  upon  trial  but  such  as  shall  appear  to  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury  for  their  examination, 
and  by  them  disallowed,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  the  defendant,  at 
the  time  of  trial,  is  in  possession  of  vouchers  not  before  in  his  power 
to  procure,  and  that  he  was  prevented  from  exhibiting  a  daim  for 
such  credit  by  absence  from  the  United  States,  or  by  some  unavoid- 
able accident. 

It  is  clear,  then,  that  if  this  had  been  an  action  against  Giles 
[  *  237  ]  for  moneys  received  by  him  as  marshal,  he  could  not  'have 
availed  himself  of  any  credit  against  the  public,  however 
well  founded  the  claim  might  be,  unless  he  had  previously  submitted 
his  title  to  such  a  credit  to  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury,  and 
they  had  rejected  the  same,  or  unless  he  had  been  prevented  fix)m  so 
doing  by  one  of  the  accidents  mentioned  in  the  law. 

On  this  subject  the  special  verdict,  on  the  issue  joined  on  the  sixth 
breach,  finds  that  Giles  did  not  render  to  the  auditor  of  the  treasury 
all  his  accounts  ai\d  vouchers  for  the  expenditure  of  moneys  received 
by  him  as  marshal  as  aforesaid. 

If,  then,  in  a  suit  against  Giles  himself,  a  claim  for  these  credits, 
under  existing  circumstances,  could  not  be  sustained,  neither  can  it 
in  an  action  on  this  bond,  without  permitting  the  defendants  to  do 
indirectly  what  the  marshal  could  not  have  done  directly,  and  in  this 
way  avail  themselves  of  what  the  law  seems  to  regard  as  a  de&ult, 
or  at  least  a  negligence  on  the  part  of  their  principal. 

We  are  next  to  consider  whether  the  defendents  are  liable  for  the 
sum  of  $50,  and  the  sum  of  $3,713.98,  received  by  Giles.  The  first 
sum  was  received  on  the  20th  of  January,  1800,  on  the  ju  f(U  and 
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vend.  exp.  issaed  against  the  estate  of  John  Lamb )  and  the  other 
was  rec^ved  on  the  same  writ  after  the  27th  of  November,  1800,  but 
before  the  date  of  the  bond  upon  which  the  action  is  brought 

It  is  contended,  by  the  defendants,  that  the  retaining  of  moneys 
which  were  received  by  Giles  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  bond,  cannot 
be  considered  a  conversion  by  him  within  the  terms  of  its  condition ; 
while  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  contrary,  maintain  that  as  these  sums  were 
in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  and  have  not  been  paid  over 
to  this  day,  his  official  delinquency  is  made  out  within  the  meaning 
of  tiiis  instrument,  and  the  responsibility  of  the  defendants  thereby 
established. 

On  this  point,  two  of  the  judges  think  that  the  conversion  of  these 
sums,  by  Giles,  was  complete,  by  his  not  paying  them  into  the  bank, 
agreeably  to  the  directions  of  the  comptroller  of  the  treasury,  under 
which  he  acted,  and  that  this  having  taken  place  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  *  bond,  the  defendants  are  not  liable  therefor  [  *  238  ] 
within  the  terms  of  its  condition,  which  are  entirely  prospec- 
tive. Two  other  members  of  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  no  demand 
appearing  on  the  record  to  have  been  made  on  the  marshal  for  these 
sums,  either  by  rule  of  court  or  otherwise,  no  conversion  of  them  is 
made  out ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  defendants  are  not  liable.  The 
other  two  judges  think  that  although  these  two  sums  were  received 
before  the  date  of  the  bond,  yet,  as  they  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 
marshal,  afterwards,  and  have  not  been  paid  over  to  this  day,  the 
defendants  are  accountable  for  them. 

Judgment  must  therefore  be  rendered  for  the  defendants  as  to  the 
stun  of  $3,763.98,  being  the  damages  assessed  upon  the  first  breach 
assigned. 

The  next  question,  on  which  the  court  below  was  divided,  related 
to  the  sum  of  ((20,613.12,  being  the  first  sum  assessed  as  conditional 
damages  upon  the  second  breach. 

By  recurring  to  the  special  verdict,  it  appears  that  Giles  having  had 
9l  fieri  facias  put  into  his  hands  on  the  20th  of  January,  1800,  against 
the  real  estate  of  John  Lamb,  was  directed  by  the  officers  of  the  trea- 
sury, to  make  sales  of  it  for  one  fourth  of  the  purchase-money  in 
cash,  and  for  the  other  three  fourths  on  certain  credits  and  securities 
specified  in  said  instructions.  These  sales  commenced  on  the  26th  of 
November,  1800,  and  continued  until  the  23d  of  December,  following. 

After  the  9iJi  of  January,  1801,  and  before  he  went  out  of  office, 
which  was  the  27th  of  March  following,  Giles  received  of  the  pur- 
chasers of  Lamb's  estate  $1,683.52,  and  after  that  day  the  sum  of 
$17491.58,  amounting,  in  the  whole,  to  $18,875.10.  Deducting  the 
poundage  and  charges  which  the  special  verdict  finds  to  be  legally 
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chargeable  against  this  sum,  there  was  left  in  Giles's  hands  the  net 
sum  of  $17,542.25,  of  the  moneys  received  by  him  after  t^  9th  of 
January,  1801.  On  the  13th  of  April,  1803,  he  paid  to  K  Livingston, 
who  was  district  attorney,  with  the  assent  and  approbation 
[  *  239  ]  of  the  •  comptroller  of  the  treasury,  the  sum  of  (6,238.35. 

Before  we  examine  into  the  deductions  claimed  by  the 
defendants  against  the  sums  received  by  Giles  for  cash  payments, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  settle  for  what  portion  of  these  sums  they  are 
chargeable  under  the  condition  of  their  bond. 

Of  these  sums,  a  majority  of  the  court  think  they  are  liable  for  the 
sum  of  $1,683.52,  which  was  received  between  its  execution  and  the 
marshal's  dismission  firom  office. 

Are  they  also  responsible  for  the  sum  of  $17,191.50,  which  was 
received  by  Giles  after  another  marshal  came  into  office  ? 

The  bond,  on  which  this  action  is  brought,  having  been  given  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of  Giles  as  marshal,  during 
his  continuance  in  office,  two  of  the  judges  are  of  opinion  that 
his  sureties  are  not  liable  for  the  conversion  of  the  lastpmen- 
tioned  sum,  which  took  place  after  he  was  out  of  office,  by  not 
paying  it  as  directed  by  the  comptroller  of  the  treasury.  Two  of  the 
judges  do  not  consider  the  finding  of  the  jury  as  fixing  upon  Giles 
a  conversion  of  this  sum  at  any  time,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  was  ever  demanded  to  pay  the  same  into  court,  or  in 
any  other  way.  The  other  two  judges  are  of  opinion  that  the  mar* 
shal  being  authorized  to  do  certain  acts,  even  after  his  removal  bom 
office,  the  condition  of  the  bond  embraces  defaults  committed  after 
such  dismission,  as  well  as  before,  and  that  the  defendants  are  there- 
fore liable  for  the  said  sum  of  $17,191.50,  although  received  by  Giles 
after  he  ceased  to  be  marshaL 

It  is,  however,  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court,  that  the  defend- 
ants are  not  so  Uable  under  this  bond. 

Another  question  arises  under  this  opposition  of  opinion  in  the 
circuit  court ;  and  that  is,  whether  the  payment  to  Edward  Livingston 

in  April,  1803,  was  a  payment  to  the  United  States  ? 
[  *  240  ]       *  It  is  supposed  that  this  payment,  being  made  contrary 
to  the  comptroller's  order  of  the  17th  of  December,  1800, 
which  was  to  pay  all  moneys  received  under  this  execution  into  the 
branch  bank,  at  New  York,  cannot  be  regarded  as  valid. 

It  is  true  such  instructions  are  found  by  the  jury,  which  certainly 
do  not  authorize  such  payment,  yet  it  is  also  found,  possibly,  from 
some  subsequent  instructions  of  the  comptroller,  which  do  not  appear, 
or  at  any  rate  from  evidence,  which  must  have  satisfied  the  jury,  that 
such  payment  was  made  with  the  assent  and  approbation  of  the 
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comptroller  of  the  treasury.  This  finding,  correct  or  not,  must  con- 
dude  the  court ;  and  it  has  only  to  say  whether  a  payment  be  good 
if  made  under  such  authority. 

The  comptroller  is  authorized  by  law,  **  to  direct  prosecutions  to 
be  commenced  for  all  debts  due  to  the  United  States."  During  such 
prosecutions,  he  gives  directions  how  they  shall  be  conducted,  and 
how  the  moneys  recovered  shall  be  paid.  If,  therefore,  he  durected,  or 
assented  to,  the  payment  to  Livingston,  it  is  di£Eicult  to  say  that 
Giles  erred,  or  was  guilty  of  any  fault,  either  in  pursuing  his  instruc- 
tion, or  in  making  a  payment  with  his  assent  and  approbation. 

It  yet  remains  to  settle,  under  this  branch  of  the  division  of  the 
circuit  court,  how  the  payment  of  Livingston  is  to  be  applied.  For 
although  the  sum  paid  to  him  is  much  greater  than  the  sum  of 
$1,683.52,  for  which  it  is  decided  that  the  defendants  are  liable,  the 
benefit,  which  they  may  derive  firom  such  payment,  will  depend  in 
some  measure  on  the  manner  of  its  application. 

It  does  not  appear  that  any  direction  was  given  by  Giles,  or  that 
any  election  was  made  by  either  party  how  it  should  be  applied. 
Nothing  more  is  known  than  that  Giles,  being  then  indebted  to  a 
much  larger  amount  for  moneys  received  at  different  times  under  the 
execution  against  the  property  of  Lamb,  made  this  payment  without 
declaring  what  particular  item  in  the  account  of  the  United  States 
against  him  should  thereby  be  discharged.  If  there  be  no 
designation  how  a  sum  paid  on  account  *  shall  be  credited,  [  *241  ] 
and  there  be  sureties  for  part  of  the  debt,  as  was  the  case 
here,  it  seems  reasonable  to  some  of  the  judges  to  let  them  have  the 
benefit  of  it,  by  applying  the  credit  in  such  a  way  as  to  exonerate 
them,  so  far  as  the  sum  paid  shall  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  If 
regard  be  had  to  the  order  of  time  in  which  the  moneys  were  received 
by  Giles,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  sum  of  $3,763.98,  which  is  the  first 
sum  for  which  he  is  in  arrear,  was  received  by  him  prior  to  the  9th  of 
January,  1801;  and  the  next  sum  for  which  he  is  accountable,  to  wit: 
the  crum  of  (1,683.52,  came  into  his  hands  after  that  day,  but  previous 
to  the  27th  of  Meurch,  1801,  and  after  this,  other  moneys  wete 
received  by  him.  These  two  sums  together  are  not  equal  to  the 
payment  which  was  made  to  Livingston. 

FoUovring  this  order,  the  sum  for  which  the  defendants  are  liable 
being  among  the  first  that  were  received,  and  being  recoverable  with 
interest  on  their  bond,  would  on  this  principle  be  extinguished  by  the 
first  payment,  if  it  were  sufficient,  as  was  the  case  here,  to  discharge 
all  the  moneys  which  had  been  received  prior  to  the  receipt  of  the 
8umi  for  which  the  defendants  are  answerable,  and  that  also.  But 
this  is  not  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  judges.     They  think,  and 
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such  is  the  decision  of  the  court,  that  the  United  States  have  yet  a 
right  to  apply  these  payments  in  a  way  most  beneficial  to  themselves, 
and  so  as  not  to  extinguish  the  sum  of  01,683.52,  for  which  the 
defendants  are  accountable. 

The  court,  then,  is  of  opinion  that  judgment  must  be  given  for  the 
defendants  as  to  the  sum  of  (20,613.12,  being  the  first  sum  assessed 
as  conditional  damages  upon  the  second  breach. 

Judgment  must,  in  like  manner,  be  given  for  the  defendants  as  to 
all  the  other  sums  assessed  as  conditional  damages  upon  the  second 
breach. 

It  is  next  to  be  decided  whether  the  conditional  damages  of 
05,255.73,  assessed  on  the  fourth  breach,  be  recoverable  against  the 

defendants. 
[  *  242  ]  These  damages  are  given  in  consequence  of  a  *  supposed 
conversion,  by  Giles,  of  the  fourteen  bonds  mentioned  in  the 
special  verdict  But  it  being  found  that  these  bonds  were  delivered 
to  Edward  Livingston,  by  and  with  the  assent  and  approbation  of 
the  comptroller  of  the  treasury,  the  court  is  unanimously  of  opinion, 
for  reasons  already  assigned,  that  such  delivery  was  no  conversion 
of  these  bonds  by  Giles,  and  that  therefore  judgment  must  be 
rendered  for  the  defendants,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  5,255.73,  being 
the  damages  assessed,  as  aforesaid,  on  the  fourth  breach. 

The  last  question  which  is  submitted  to  us  regards  the  sum  of 
0309.87,  which  it  appears  by  the  finding  under  the  fifth  breach 
assigned,  was  received  by  Giles  on  the  1st  of  September,  1800,  on 
an  execution  at  the  suit  of  the  United  States,  against  Richard 
Ca^es,  which  was  retained  by  Giles  towards  satisfaction  of  an  equal 
sum  due  to  him.  This  sum  being  received  prior  to  the  execution  of 
the  bond,  must  be  regarded  within  the  reasons  assigned  for  not 
considering  the  defendants  liable  for  the  two  sums  of  $50,  and  of 
$3,713.98,  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  judgment  must,  accordingly, 
in  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court,  be  given  for  the  defendants, 
as  to  the  said  sum  of  0309.87,  being  the  damages  assessed  upon  the 
fifth  breach. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  are 
liable  under  their  bond  for  the  sum  of  01,683.52,  which  was  received 
by  the  marshal  after  its  execution,  and  before  he  went  out  of  office ; 
but  by  not  one  of  the  findings  on  the  different  breaches  assigned, 
does  it  appear  to  have  been  contemplated  that  this  sum  alone  might 
be  recoverable  in  this  action,  and  accordingly  no  conditional  damages 
are  assessed  to  suit  that  state  of  the  case. 

The  court,  therefore,  can  only  give  its  directions  as  to  the  questions 
submitted  to  them,  which  are  — 
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That  it  must  be  certified  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  New 
York  in  the  second  circuit, 

1.  That  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  defendants  as  to 
the  sum  of  ((3,763.98,  being  the  *  damages  assessed  upon  the  [  *  243  ] 
first  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond  assigned  in  the 
replication  of  the  plaintifis. 

3.  That  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  defendants  as  to  the 
several  sums  of  $20,613.12,  of  ((14,374.77,  of  $9,895.9,  of  $10,718.03, 
of  $16,133.44,  of  $6,238.35,  and  of  $4,479.68,  being  the  several  sums 
assessed,  as  conditional  damages  on  the  second  breach. 

3.  That  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  defendants,  for  the  sum 
of  $5,255.73,  being  the  damages  assessed  upon  the  fourth  breach, 
and 

4.  That  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  defendants  for  the  sum 
of  $309.87,  being  the  damages  assessed  upon  the  fifth  breach. 

10  P.  125. 


The  United  States  v.  Job  L.  Barber. 

9C.  243. 

Fat  cattle  are  proyisions,  or  munitions  of  war,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  congress,^  W^  ^  ^^ 
of  the  6th  of  Jolj,  1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  778,)  to  prohibit  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
from  proceeding  to  or  trading  with  the  enemies  of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  pnr- 

•     poses. 

This  was  a  case  certified  firom  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
Vermont,  the  opinions  of  the  judges  of  which  court  were  opposed. 

Barber  was  indicted,  "  for  that  he,  being  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  and  inhabiting  the  same,  with  force  and  arms,  at,"  &c.,  "  did 
attempt  to  transport  over  land  30  head  of  fat  cattle  which  were  then 
and  there  articles  of  provision  and  munitions  of  war,  and  were  all 
of  the  vdlue  of  ((300,  from  a  place  in  the  United  States,  to  wit:  from 
Berkshire,  in  the  said  district  of  Vermont,  to  a  place  in  the  province 
of  Liower  Canada,  to  wit :  to  St.  Armons,  in  the  province  aforesaid,    . 
contrary  to  the  form,  force,  and  effect  of  the  statute  of  the  United 
States,  in  such  case  made  and  provided,"  &c.     There  was  another 
count,  in  which  he  was  charged  with  the  actual  transportation  of 
them.     After  a  verdict  against  him,  he  obtained  a  rule  to 
show  cause  why  judgment  •should  not  be  arrested,  because  [  *  244  ] 
fat  cattle  were  neither  provisions  nor  munitions  of  war 
VOL.  III.  30 
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'within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  congress,  entitled  "  an  act  to  pro- 
hibit American  vesBels  from  proceeding  to  or  trading  with  the 
enemies  of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes,''  or  any  other 
act  of  congress. 

This  court  ordered  it  to  be  certified  to  the  circuit  court,  tiiat  it  is 
the  opinion  of  this  court  that  fat  cattle  are  provisions,  or  munitions 
of  war,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act,  entitled  ^  au 
act  to  prohibit  American  vessels  from  proceeding  to  or  trading  with 
the  enemies  of  the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes." 

9  W.  119. 


The  Schooner  Adeline  and  Cai^o. 

9  C.  2U. 

^  I'V.  ^/  C'       When  merits  plainly  appear,  it  is  the  settled  practice  of  this  conrt,  in  adminlty,  to  allow  a 
f  /^'      ^  new  allegation  to  be  filed,  and  for  this  purpose  to  remand  the  canse  to  the  circuit  court. 

'.J    x^^  Ay    Cases  of  recapture  are  cases  of  prize,  to  be  proceeded  in  as  such,  and  restoration  is  made 
(    '      ^/ ,        absolutely,  or  conditionally,  or  refused,  as  each  case  requires. 

WA.  ^  /  ^     xhe  test  affidavit  should  state  that  the  property,  at  the  time  of  shipment  and  capture,  did 
^^       ^  **         belong,  and,  if  restored,  will  belong  to  the  claimant 

If  the  principal  is  without  the  country,  or  at  a  great  distance  from  the  court,  the  daim  and 

affidavit  may  be  made  by  an  agent 
The  salvage  act  of  March  3, 1801,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  16,)  allows,  as  salvage,  one  sixth  part 

of  the  value  of  cai^,  hoth  of  armed  and  unarmed  vessels  recaptured. 
In  recaptures  of  property  of  friends,  the  rule  of  reciprocity  is  followed,  and  as  France 
awards  to  recaptors  the  entire  property  of  friends,  recaptured  after  twenty-four  hours* 
possession  by  the  enemy,  that  rule  must  be  applied  to  French  property. 
Further  proof  directed,  the  national  character  not  distinctly  appearing. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Irving  and  D.  JJ.  Ogden^  for  the  claimants. 

Emmet,  for  the  recaptors. 

[•283]  •Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
lows:— 
The  American  letter  of  marque,  schooner  Adeline,  with  a  valuable 
cargo  on  board,  was  captured  on  her  voyage  from  Bordeaux  to  New 
York,  on  or  about  the  14th  of  March,  1814,  by  a  British  squadron ; 
and,  on  or  about  the  19th  of  the  same  month,  was  recaptured  by  the 
American  privateer.  Expedition,  James  Clayton,  commander,  and 
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brought  into  New  York  for  adjudication.  Prize  proceedings  were 
immediately  instituted  against  the  vessel  and  cargo,  as  enemy  prop- 
erty ;  and  various  claims  were  interposed  in  behalf  of  American  and 
French  merchants.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  district  court 
decreed  a  restoration  of  all  the  property  of  American  citizens  and 
other  persons  resident  in  the  United  States,  upon  the  payment  of 
one  sixth  of  the  value  as  salvage,  and  condemned  all  the  property  of 
French  subjects  and  of  American  citizens  domiciled  in  France,  and 
of  all  others  whose  residence  remained  unexplained,  as  good  and 
lawful  prize  to  the  captors.  From  the  former  part  of  the  decree  the 
captors  appealed,  and  from  the  latter  part  the  claimants  appealed  to 
the  circuit  court;  and  from  an  affirmance  j9ro/orm(2  of  the  decree  in 
that  court,  the  parties  have  appealed  to  this  court  It  does  not  appear 
in  the  record  that  any  decree  was  pronounced  in  respect  to  the 
vessel ;  and  it  is  therefore  probable,  as  intimated  by  counsel,  that  she 
has  been  restored  on  a  compromise  between  the  parties  interested. 

Before  we  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  principal  questions 
which  have  been  argued,  it  will  be  proper  to  notice  several  objections 
to  the  regularity  of  the  allegations,  proceedings,  and  proofs  in  the 
cause. 

It  is,  in  the  first  place,  asserted,  on  behalf  of  the  *  claim-  [  *  284  ] 
ants,  that  if  this  should  turn  out  not  to  be  a  case  of  enemy 
property,  but  of  salvage  merely,  (as  most  certainly  as  to  some  of  the 
claims  it  must  be  held  to  be,)  the  recaptors  can  take  nothing  by  the 
present  libel,  because  it  proceeds  upon  the  mere  footing  of  the  prop- 
erty being  prize  of  war.  And  it  is  likened  to  the  case  of  a  declara- 
tion at  common  law,  where  the  party  can  only  recover  secundum 
allegata  et  probata;  and  if  no  count  hit  the  precise  case,  the  party 
must  be  nonsuited. 

If,  indeed,  there  were  any  thing  in  this  objection,  it  cannot,  in  any 
beneficial  manner,  avail  the  claimants.  The  most  that  could  result 
would  be  that  the  cause  would  be  remanded  to  the  circuit  court,  with 
directions  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the  libeL  Where  merits  clearly 
appear  on  the  record,  it  is  the  settled  practice,  in  admiralty  proceed- 
ings, not  to  dismiss  the  libel,  but  to  allow  the  party  to  assert  his 
rights  in  a  new  allegation.  This  practice  so  consonant  with  equity 
and  sound  principle,  has  been  deliberately  adopted  by  this  court  on 
former  occasions.  After  all,  therefore,  the  claimants  would,  in  the 
language  of  dn  eminent  civilian,  but  change  postures  on  an  uneasy 
bed. 

But  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  objection.  No 
proceedings  can  be  more  unHke  those  than  in  the  courts  of  common 
law  and  in  the  admiralty.   In  prize  causes,  in  an  especial  manner,  the 
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allegations,  the  proofs,  and  the  proceedings  are,  in  general,  modelled, 
upon  the  civil  law,  with  such  additions  and  alterations  as  the  practice 
of  nations  and  the  rights  of  belligerents  and  neutrals  unavoidably 
impose.  The  court  of  prize  is  emphatically  a  court  of  the  law  of 
nations;  and  it  takes  neither  its  character  nor  its  rules  from  the  mere 
municipal  regulations  of  any  country. 

In  cases  of  mere  civil  salvage,  it  may  be  fit  and  proper  that  the 
libel  should  distinctly  allege  and  claim  salvage,  though  we  do  not 
mean  to  assert  that,  even  in  such  cases,  it  is  indispensable.  In  cases 
of  military  salvage,  also,  the  party  may,  if  he  please,  adopt  a  similar 
proceeding.  But  it  is  by  no  means  necessary,  and,  in  most  cases, 
would  be  highly  inexpedient  Recaptures  are  emphatically  cases  of 
prize ;  for  the  definition  of  prize  goods  is,  that  they  are 
[  *  285  ]  goods  taken  on  the  high  seas,  *jure  belli,  out  of  the  hands 
of  the  enemy.  When  so  taken,  the  captors  have  an  un- 
doubted right  to  proceed  against  them  as  belligerent  property  in  a 
court  of  prize ;  for  in  no  other  way,  and  in  no  other  court,  can  the 
question,  presented  on  a  capture  jure  bellij  be  properly  or  effect- 
ually examined.  The  very  circumstance  that  it  is  found  in  the 
possession  of  the  enemy,  affords  primd  facie  evidence  that  it  is  his 
property.  It  may  have  previously  possessed  a  neutral  or  firiendly 
character;  but  if  the  property  has  been  changed  by  a  sentence  of 
condemnation,  or  by  such  possession  as  nations  recognize  as  firm 
and  effectual,  the  neutral  or  friendly  owner  is  forever  ousted  of  his 
right 

It  depends  altogether  upon  future  proceedings ;  upon  the  exami* 
nations  taken  in  preparatory  and  the  documents  on  board ;  upon  the 
verity  of  the  claims,  and  the  diligence  and  good  faith  of  the  claim- 
ants; and  upon  the  principles  of  international  law,  comity,  and  reci- 
procity, whether  a  restoration  can  be  decreed  or  not  How  can  these 
questions  be  decided,  unless  the  customary  proceedings  of  prize  are 
instituted  and  enforced  ?  How  can  it  be  known  whether  all  the  doc- 
uments on  board  be  not  colorable  and  false,  or  whether  the  conduct 
of  the  claimant  be  not  unneutral  or  fraudulent,  unless  the  truth 
is  drawn  from  the  parties  intrusted  with  the  property  for  the  voyage, 
by  the  trying  force  of  the  standing  interrogatories  and  the  test  affida- 
vits ?  The  very  case  before  us  presents  a  strong  illustration  of  the 
propriety  of  these  proceedings.  There  is  a  large  shipment  on  board, 
which,  on  the  bill  of  lading,  purports  to  be  the  property  of  an  Amer- 
ican claimant ;  yet  the  claimant  himself  expressly  swears  that  it  is 
the  sole  property  of  the  French  shipper.  What  the  consequences 
are  of  that  fact  will  be  presently  seen. 

The  court,  then,  has  a  legitimate  jurisdiction  over  the  property  as 
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prize ;  and,  having  it,  will  exert  its  authority  over  all  the  incidents. 
It  will  decree  a  restoration  of  the  whole  or  a  part ;  it  will  decree  it 
absolutely,  or  burdened  with  salvage,  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
may  require;  and  whether  the  salvage  be  held  a  portion  of  the  thing 
itself,  or  a  mere  lien  upon  it,  or  a  condition  annexed  to  its  restitution, 
it  is  an  incident  to  the  principal  question  of  prize,  and 
within  •  the  scope  or  the  regular  prize  allegation.  If,  there-  [  •  286  ] 
fore,  the  case  stood  upon  principle  alone,  we  should  not 
doubt  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  libel  for  this  purpose ;  but  it  has, 
also,  the  clear  support  of  the  practice  of  the  admiralty.  The  Aquila, 
1  Rob.  37;  The  Franklin,  4  Rob.  147;  The  Jonge  Lambert,  5 
Rob.  54,  note. 

Another  objection  urged  on  behalf  of  the  captors,  is  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  claims  and  test  affidavits.  It  is  asserted,  and  truly, 
that  the  goods  cure  not  alleged,  in  the  claim  or  affidavits,  to  have  be- 
longed to  the  claimants  at  the  time  of  shipment ;  it  is  only  alleged 
that  they  so  belonged  at  the  time  of  capture.  Regularly,  the  test 
affidavit  should  state  that  the  property,  at  the  time  of  shipment,  and 
also  at  the  time  of  capture,  did  belong,  and  will,  if  restored,  belong  to 
the  claimant;  but  an  irregularity  of  this  nature  has  never  been  sup- 
posed to  be  fatal  It  might  in  a  case  of  doubt  or  suspicion,  or  in  a  case 
calling  for  the  application  of  the  doctrine  as  to  the  legal  effect  of 
changes  of  property  in  transitu^  have  justified  an  order  for  further 
proof ;  or,  in  cases  of  gross  negligence  or  pregnant  fraud,  have  drawn 
upon  the  party  more  severe  consequences.  But,  in  ordinary  cases,  it 
is  not  deemed  to  work  any  serious  consequences ;  in  this  instance,  it 
probably  passed  unnoticed  in  the  courts  below,  where,  if  the  blot  had 
been  hit,  it  might  have  been  instantaneously  removed  by  an  amend- 
ment. Another  irregularity  undoubtedly  was,  that  the  test  affidavits 
were  put  in,  on  behalf  of  many  of  the  claimants,  by  theur  agents, 
although  the  principals  were  resident  in  the  United  States,  and  with- 
in the  reasonable  reach  of  the  court  Where  the  principal  is  without 
the  country,  or  resides  at  a  great  distance  from  the  court,  the  admission 
of  a  claim  and  test  affidavit,  by  his  agent,  is  the  common  course  of 
the  admiralty.  But  where  the  principal  is  within  a  reasonable  dis- 
tance, something  more  than  a  formal  affidavit,  by  his  agent,  is  expect- 
ed. At  least,  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  principal,  as  to  the  facts, 
should  be  tendered ;  for  otherwise  its  absence  might  produce  unfavor- 
able suspicions.  K,  indeed,  the  principal  might  always  withdraw 
himself  from  the  view  of  the  court,  and  shelter  his  pretensions  be- 
hind the  affidavit  of  an  innocent  or  ignorant  agent,  there  would  be 
no  end  to  the  impositions  practised  upon  the  court  The  court 
expects,  in  proper  cases,  something'  more  than  the  mere  formal 

30  • 
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[  •  287  ]  test  •  affidavit  of  an  agent,  who  may  swear  truly,  and  yet, 
from  his  want  of  knowledge,  be  tiie  dnpe  of  conning  and 
firand.  It  is  not  meant  to  assert  that  any  such  imputations  belong  to 
the  present  case.  This  iiregularity,  like  the  former,  probably  passed 
in  silence ;  and  it  would  be  highly  injurious  if  an  objection  of  this 
sort  should  now  prevail,  when  all  parties  have  hitherto  acquiesced  in 
its  immateriality. 

We  are  now  led  to  the  principal  question  in  this  cause,  namely, 
what  rate  of  salvage  is  to  be  allowed  to  the  recaptors  ?  This  de- 
pends upon  the  true  construction  of  the  Salvage  Act  of  congress,  of 
3d  of  March,  1801,  c.  14.  That  act  provides,  that,  upon  the  re- 
capture of  any  vessel,  (other  than  a  vessel  of  war,  or  privateer,)  or  of 
any  goods  belonging  to  any  persons  resident  within,  or  under  ihe  jxo- 
tection  of  the  United  States,  the  same,  if  recaptured  by  a  private 
vessel  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  restored  on  payment  of  one  sixth 
part  of  the  value  of  the  vessel  or  goods ;  and  if  the  vessel,  so  re- 
captured, shall  appear  to  have  been  set  forth  and  armed  as  a  ves- 
sel of  war,  before  such  capture,  or  afterwards,  then  upon  a  salvage 
of  one  half  of  the  true  value  of  such  vessel  of  war. 
•  It  is  argued,  in  behalf  of  the  recaptors,  that  The  Adeline  being  an 
armed  vessel,  they  are  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  value  of  the  ca^o 
as  well  as  of  the  vessel ;  either  upon  an  equitable  construction  of  the 
statute,  or  upon  general  principles,  as  a  case  not  within  the  purview 
of  the  statute. 

We  are  all,  however,  of  a  different  opinion.  The  statute  is  ex- 
pressed in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms.  It  does  not  give  the  sal- 
vage of  one  sixth  part  of  the  value  upon  goods,  the  cargo  of  an 
unarmed  vessel ;  but  it  gives  it  upon  any  goods  recaptured,  without 
any  reference  to  the  vehicle  or  vessel  in  which  they  are  found.  We 
cannot  interpose  a  limitation  or  qualification  upon  the  terms  which 
the  legislature  has  not  itself  imposed ;  and  if  there  be  ground  for 
higher  salvage  in  cases  of  armed  vessels,  either  upon  public  policy  or 
principle,  such  considerations  must  be  addressed  with  effect  to  another 
tribunal.  This  decision  affirms  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  as  to 
the  claims  of  all  the  parties  domiciled  in  the  United  States. 
[  •288  ]  *  As  to  the  claims  of  the  parties  domiciled  in  France, 
whether  natives,  or  Americans,  or  other  foreigners,  their 
rights  depend  altogether  upon  the  law  of  France,  as  to  recaptures ; 
for,  by  the  act  of  congress,  as  well  as  by  the  general  law,  in  cases  of 
recapture,  the  rule  of  reciprocity  is  to  be  applied.  If  France  would 
restore,  in  a  like  case,  then  are  we  bound  to  restore ;  if  otherwise, 
then  the  whole  property  must  be  condemned  to  the  recaptors.  It 
appears  that,  by  the  law  of  F^nce  in  cases  of  recapture,  after  the 
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property  has  been  twenty-four  hours  in  possession  of  the  enemy,  the 
whole  property  is  adjudged  good  prize  to  the  recaptors,  whether  it 
belonged  to  her  subjects,  to  her  allies,  or  to  neutrals.  We  are  bound, 
therefore,  in  this  case,  to  apply  the  same  rule ;  and  as  the  property  in 
this  case  was  recaptured  after  it  had  been  in  possession  of  the  enemy 
more  than  twenty-four  hours,  it  must,  so  far  as  it  belonged  to  persons 
domicUed  in  France,  be  condemned  to  the  captors ;  and  the  decree 
of  the  circuit  court,  as  to  them,  must  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  claims  of  the  other  persons  whose  national  character  and 
proprietary  interest  do  not  distinctly  appear,  considering  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, we  shall  direct  further  proof  to  be  made  on  both  points. 
As,  indeed,  the  master  has  not  been  able  to  swear  directly  to  the 
proprietary  interest  of  the  cargo,  but  simply  says  that  the  goods 
were,  as  he  presumes  and  believes,  the  property  of  the  shippers  or  the 
consignees,  perhaps,  in  strictness,  further  proof  might  have  been  re- 
quired in  the  courts  below  as  to  the  whole  cargo.  It  was  not,  how- 
ever, moved  for  there  by  the  captors ;  and  as  we  are  satisfied  in  rela- 
tion to  the  claims  which  we  shall  restore,  it  would  be  useless  now  to 
make  such  a  general  order. 

Upon  these  principles,  the  property  embraced  in  the  claims  by  and 
in  behalf  of  Alexis  Grardere,  of  William  Weaver  and  Isaac  Levis, 
jointly,  and  of  William  Weaver  alone,  of  Andrew  Byerly,  of  George 
L  Brown  and  William  Hollins,  of  Peter  A.  Karthous,  of  William 
Bayard,  Harman  Leroy,  James  M'Evers,  and  Isaac  l3elm,of  William 
Hood,  of  Theophilus  De  Cost,  of  John  Dubany,  of  Messrs.  John  B. 
Fonssatt  &  Co.,  of  Edward  Smith,  James  Wood,  and  Samuel  W. 
Jones,  of  Victor  Ardaillon,  of  Lewis  Chastant,  of  Lewis  Labat,  of 
Benjamin  Rich,  of  Nathaniel  Richards,  Nayah  Taylor,  and 
Chistavus  Upson,  of  •  Ferdinand  Hurxthal;  must  be  restored  [  •  289  ] 
on  payment  of  the  salvage  of  one  sixth  part  of  the  value. 
The  property  embraced  in  the  claims  on  behalf  of  Peter  Boue,  jr.,  of 
R.  Henry,  of  P.  Doussault,  of  William  Johnston  and  James  Dow* 
ling,  of  G.  Brousse,  must  be  condemned  to  the  captors. 

The  remaining  claims  must  stand  for  further  proof.  And  as  to 
the  property  unclaimed,  it  must  be  condemned  as  good  and  lawful 
prize  to  the  captors. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  is  to  be  reformed,  so  as  to  be  in 
conformity  with  this  decision. 

3W.  78;  4H.13I;  11  H.  522 
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The  Brig  Ann,  IVFClam,  Master. 

9  C.  S89. 

^  ^  \1^4  '  e>>6-  ^  ^  seizure,  by  a  collector,  for  a  rioladon  of  the  reyeane  laws  of  the  United  States  be  toIvq^ 
^     ^  ^  tarily  abancloned,  and  the  property  restored  before  the  libel  or  information  be  filed  and 

6.    v*^  7  f'^      allowed,  the  district  coart  has  not  jurisdiction  of  the  canse. 

y^-£.  /;  ^  Appeal  firom  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
^o£  ^  ^  Connecticut,  which  reversed  that  of  the  district  court,  and  restored 
o£   ^  V  the  property  to  the  claimant. 

•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows:  — 

This  is  an  information  against  twelve  casks  of  merchandise,  part 
of  the  cargo  of  the  brig  Ann,  alleged  to  have  been  imported  or  put 
on  board,  with  an  intent  to  be  imported  contrary  to  the  Non-Importa- 
tion Act  of  1st  March,  1809,  c.  24,  s-  5.* 

It  appears  firom  the  evidence  that  The  Ann  sailed  firom  Liverpool 
for  New  York  in  July,  1812,  having  on  board  a  cargo  of  British 
merchandise.  She  was  seized  by  a  revenue  cutter  of  the  United 
States,  on  her  passage  towards  New  York,  while  in  Long  Idand 
Sound,  about  midway  between  Long  Island  and  Falkland  Island,  and 
carried  into  the  port  of  New  Haven  about  the  seventh  of 
[  •  290  ]  October,  1812,  and  immediately  taken  possession  of  by  •  the 
collector  of  that  port,  as  forfeited  to  the  United  States.  On 
the  morning  of  the  12th  of  October,  the  collector  gave  written  orders 
for  the  release  of  the  brig  and  cargo  firom  the  seizure,  in  pursuance 
of  directions  firom  the  secretary  of  the  treasury,  returned  the  ship^s 
papers  to  the  master,  and  gave  permission  for  the  brig  to  proceed, 
without  delay,  to  New  York.  Late  in  the  afbemoon  of  the  same 
day,  the  present  information  was  allowed  by  the  district  judge,  and 
on  the  ensuing  day,  the  brig  and  cargo  were  duly  taken  into  posses- 
sion by  the  marshal,  under  the  usual  monition  firom  the  court  On 
the  trial  in  the  district  court,  the  property  now  in  controversy  was 
condemned ;  and,  upon  an  appeal,  that  decree  was  reversed  in  the 
circuit  court. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  ought  to  be 
affirmed,  because,  on  the  whole  facts,  the  district  court  had  no  juris- 
diction over  the  cause;  and  this  -  argument  is  maintained  on  two 
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gronnds ;  first,  That  the  original  seizure  was  made  with  the  judicial 
district  of  New  York ;  and,  secondly,  That  if  the  seizure  was  origi- 
nally made  within  the  judicial  district  of  Connecticut,  the  jurisdic- 
tion thereby  acquired  by  the  district  court  was,  by  the  subsequent 
abandonment  of  the  seizure  and  want  of  possession,  completely 
ousted. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  first  ground,  because  we  are  all 
of  opinion  that  sufficient  matter  is  not  disclosed  in  the  evidence 
to  enable  the  court  to  decide  whether  the  seizure  was  within  the 
district  of  New  York  or  of  Connecticut,  or  upon  waters  common  to 
both. 

The  second  ground  deserves  great  consideration.  By  the  Judicial 
Act  of  the  24th  September,  1789,  c.  20.  s.  9,^  the  district  courts  are 
vested  with  "exclusive  original  cognizance  of  all  civil  causes  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  including  all  seizures  under  laws 
of  impost,  navigation,  or  trade  of  the  United  States,  where  the 
seizures  are  made  on  waters  navigable  firom  the  sea  by  vessels  of 
ten  or  more  tons  burden,  within  their  respective  districts,  as  well  as 
upon  the  high  seas."  Whatever  might  have  been  the  construction 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts,  if  the  legislature  had  stopped 
at  the  words  "admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,"  it 
seems  manifest,  by  the  subsequent  clause,  that  *  the  juris-  [  *  291  ] 
diction  as  to  revenue  forfeitures,  was  intended  to  be  given 
to  the  court  of  the  district,  not  where  the  offence  was  committed, 
but  where  the  seizure  was  made.  And  this  with  good  reason.  In 
order  to  institute  and  perfect  proceedings  in  rem^  it  is  necessary  that 
the  thing  should  be  actually  or  constructively  within  the  reach  of  the 
eourt  It  is  actually  within  its  possession,  when  it  is  submitted  to 
the  process  of  the  court ;  it  is  constructively  so,  when,  by  a  seizure, 
it  is  held  to  ascertain  and  enforce  a  right  or  forfeiture  which  can 
alone  be  decided  by  a  judicial  decree  in  rem.  If  the  place  of  com- 
mitting the  offence  had  fixed  the  judicial  forum  where  it  was  to  be 
tried,  the  law  would  have  been,  in  numerous  cases,  evaded ;  for,  by 
a  removal  of  the  thing  from  such  place,  the  court  could  have  had  no 
power  to  enforce  its  decree.  The  legislature,  therefore,  wisely  deter- 
mined that  the  .place  of  seizure  should  decide  as  to  the  proper  and 
competent  tribunal.  It  follows,  firom  this  consideration,  that  before 
judicial  cognizance  can  attach  upon  a  forfeiture  in  renij  under  the 
statute,  there  must  be  a  seizure ;  for  until  seizure  it  is  impossible  to 
ascertain  what  is  the  competent  forum.  And,  if  so,  it  must  be  a 
good  subsisting  seizure  at  the  time  when  the  libel  or  information  is 
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filed  and  allowed.  If  a  seizure  be  completely  and  explicitly  aban- 
doned, and  the  property  restored  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  party 
who  has  made  the  seizure,  all  rights  under  it  are  gone.  Although 
judicial  jurisdiction  once  attached,  it  is  devested  by  the  subsequent 
proceedings ;  and  it  can  be  revived  only  by  a  new  seizure.  It  is,  in 
this  respect,  like  a  case  of  capture,  which,  although  well  made,  gives 
no  authority  to  the  prize  court  to  proceed  to  adjudication,  if  it  be 
voluntarily  abandoned  before  judicial  proceedings  are  instituted.  It 
is  not  meant  to  assert  that  a  tortious  ouster  of  possession,  or  fraudu- 
lent rescue,  or  relinquishment  after  seizure,  will  divest  the  jurisdiction. 
The  case  put  (and  it  is  precisely  the  present  case)  is  a  voluntary 
abandonment  and  release  of  the  property  seized,  the  legal  ejQfect  of 
which  must,  as  we  think,  be  to  purge  away  all  the  prior  rights 
acquired  by  the  seizure. 

On  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  that 
the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  ought  to  be  affirmed. 


[•292]  Thb  Town  op  Pawlbt  r.  Daniel  Clabk  and  others. 

9  C.  292. 

'PW-  ^'f'^^     ^^'  ^^^^  ^^  jarisdiction,  where  one  party  claims  land  under  a  grant  from  the  State  of 

/W.  J'  ^^       ^®^  Hampshire,  and  the  other  under  a  grant  from  the  State  of  Vermont,  although,  at  the 

.  p*  ^3' 4        time  of  the  first  grant,  Vermont  was  part  of  New  Hampshire. 

-  ^         ^.1  ^  grant  of  a  tract  of  land  in  equal  shares  to  63  persons,  to  be  divided  amongst  them  into 

'^  l^   *^   A,^        6S  equal  shares,  with  a  specific  appropriation  of  5  shares,  conveys  only  a  sixty-eighth  part 

7^    —   7^^      to  eacli  person.    If  one  of  the  shares  be  declared  to  be,  "  for  a  glebe  for  the  Church  of 

y/.-^^  England,  as  by  law  established,"  that  share  is  not  holden  in  trust  by  the  grantees,  nor  is 

^  //.    ^^  ^  <2      it  a  condition  annexed  to  their  rights  or  shares. 

^y^.     .  ^/       The  Church  of  England  is  not  a  body  corporate,  and  cannot  receive  a  donation  ao  «»«««■ 

/aU  i^T  i'  c>  a  grant  to  the  church  of  such  a  place  is  good  at  common  law,  and  vests  the  fee  in  the  par- 

'  '    ^  ^  ^      son  and  his  successors. 
y  I)  ^  '    '-^  If  such  a  grant  be  made  by  the  crown,  it  cannot  be  resumed  by  the  crown  at  its  plcasnre. 

^*  ''  o' J?  Land,  at  common  law,  may  be  granted  to  pious  uses  before  there  is  a  grantee  in  existence 
^  ?  /  competent  to  take  it,  and  in  the  mean  time  the  fee  will  be  in  abeyance. 

/c       ^1)  .    3    Such  a  grant  cannot  be  resumed  at  the  pleasure  of  the  crown. 

The  common  law,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  erection  of  Episcopal  churches,  the  right  to 
present  or  collate  to  such  churches,  and  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  parsons  thereof  to 
take  in  succession,  was  recognized  and  adopted  in  New  Hampshire. 
It  belonged  exclusively  to  the  crown  to  erect  the  church,  in  each  town,  that  should  be 
entitled  to  take  the  glebe,  and  upon  such  erection  to  collate,  through  the  governor,  apawon 
to  the  benefice. 
A  voluntary  society  of  Episcopalians  within  a  town,  unauthorized  by  the  crown,  coald  not 
entitle  themselves  to  the  glebe. 
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Where  no  snch  chnrch  was  duly  erected  by  the  crown,  the  glebe  remained  as  an  hotrtditas 
jacens,  and  the  State  which  succeeded  to  the  rights  of  the  crown,  might,  with  the  assent  of 
the  town,  alien  or  incumber  it;  or  might  erect  an  Episcopal  chnrch  therein,  and 
collate,  either  directly,  or  through  the  vote  of  the  town  indirectly,  its  parson,  who  would 
thereby  become  seized  of  the  glebe  jure  eccUsice^  and  be  a  corporation  capable  o^transmit- 
ting  the  inheritance. 

By  the  BeTolution,  the  State  of  Vermont  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  of  the  crown  to  the 
unappropriated,  as  well  as  appropriated  glebes. 

By  the  statute  of  Vermont  of  30th  October,  1794,  the  respectire  towns  became  entitled  to 
the  property  of  the  glebes  therein  situated. 

A  l^^lative  grant  cannot  be  repealed. 

Ko  Episcopal  church  in  Vermont  can  be  entitled  to  the  glebe,  unless  it  was  duly  erected  by 
the  crown  before  the  Revolution,  or  by  the  State,  since. 

This  was  a  case  certified  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
Vermont,  in  which,  upon  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  by  the 
town  of  Pawlet  to  recover  possession 'of  the  glebe  lot,  as  it  was  called, 
in  that  town,  the  opinions  of  the  judges  of  that  court  were  opposed 
upon  the  question  whether  judgment  should  be  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  or  for  the  defendants,  upon  a  verdict  found,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  upon  the  following  case  stated : — 

<<  Li  this  cause  it  is  agreed,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
lands,  demanded  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  are  a  part  of  the  right 
of  land  granted  in  the  charter  of  the  town  of  Pawlet,  by  the  former 
governor  of  the  province  of  New  Hampshire,  as  a  glebe  for  the 
Church  of  England,  as  by  law  established ;  and  that  in  the  year  1802 
there  was,  in  the  town  of  Pawlet,  a  society  of  Episcopalians  duly 
organized  agreeably  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  that  denomination 
of  Christians  heretofore  commonly  known  and  called  by  the  name 
of  the  Church  of  England.  That  in  the  same  year  the  said  society 
contracted  with  the  Reverend  Bethuel  Chittenden,  a  regular  ordained 
minister  of  the  Episcopal  church,  who  then  resided  in  Shelbum,  in 
the  county  of  Chittenden,  (but  had  not  any  settlement  as  a  clerk  or 
pastor  therein,)  to  preach  to  the  said  society  in  the  town  of  Pawlet 
at  certain  stated  times,  and  to  receive  the  avails  of  the  lands  in 
question,  and  that  the  said  Chittenden  thereupon  gave  a  lease  of  the 
said  land  to  Daniel  Clark  and  others,  who  went  into  possession  of 
the  premises,  and  still  holds  the  same  under  the  said  lease,  and  that 
the  said  Chittenden  regularly  preached  and  administered  the  ordi- 
nances to  the  people  of  the  said  society,  according  to  his  said  contract, 
and  received  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  land  until  the 
year  of  our  Lord  Christ  *  1809,  when  the  said  Chittenden  [  *  293  ] 
deceased ;  and  that  in  1809  the  said  society  contracted  with 
the  Reverend  Abraham  Brownson,  a  regular  ordained  minister  of  the 
Episcopal  church,  residing  in  Manchester,  and  officiating  there  a  part 
of  the  time,  to  preach  to  the  said  society,  a  certain  share  of  the  time, 
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and  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  land;  and* that  the 
said  Brownson  has  regularly  attended  to  his  duty  in  the  said  church, 
and  administered  ordinances  in  the  same  until  September,  1811, 
about  which  time  the  said  society  regularly  settied  the  Reverend 
Stephen  Jewett,  who  now  resides  in  the  said  town  of  Pawlet,  and 
who,  firom  the  time  of  his  settlement,  is  to  receive  all  the  temporalities 
of  the  said  church.  And  it  is  further  agreed  by  the  said  parties,  that 
the  general  assembly  of  the  State  of  Vermont  on  the  5th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1805,  did  grant  to  the  several  towns  in  this  State,  in  which  they 
respectively  lie,  (reference  being  had  to  the  act  of  the  general  assem- 
bly aforesaid,)  all  the  lands  granted  by  the  king  of  Great  Britain  to 
the  Episcopalian  church  by  law  established,  (reference  being  had  to 
the  charter  of  the  town  of  Pawlet,  aforesaid,  for  the  said  •  gfant  of 
the  king  of  Great  Britain,)  and  that  the  lands,  in  the  plaintiff's 
declaration  mentioned  and  described,  are  part  of  the  lands  so  granted, 
by  the  king  of  Great  Britain,  to  the  Episcopalian  church."  The 
substantial  parts  of  the  charter  are  quoted  in  the  opinion  of  the 

court 
[  •  294  ]      •The  act  of  the  5th  of  November,  1805,  is  entitied :  «  An 
act  directing  the  appropriation  of  the  lands  in  this  State, 
heretofore  granted  by  the  government  of  Great  Britain  to  the  Church 
of  England  as  by  law  established." 

"  Whereas  the  several  glebe  rights  granted  by  the  British  govern- 
ment to  the  Church  of  England,  as  by  their  law  established,  are  in  the 
nature  of  public  reservations,  and  as  such  became  vested,  by  the 
Revolution,  in  the  sovereignty  of  this  State ;  therefore. 

Sect  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  general  assembly  of  the  State  of 
Vermont,  that  the  several  rights  of  land  in  this  State  granted  under 
the  authority  of  the  British  government  to  the  Church  of  England  as 
by  law  established,  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  granted  severally  to 
the  respective  towns  in  which  such  lands  lie,  and  to  their  respective 
use  and  use9  forever,  in  manner  following,  to  wit :  — 

"  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  selectmen  in  the  respective  towns  in 
the  name  and  behalf,  and  at  the  expense  of  such  towns,  if  necessary, 
to  sue  for  and  recover  the  possession  of  such  lands,  and  the  same  to 
lease  out  according  to  their  best  judgment  and  discretion,  reserving 
an  annual  rent  therefor,  which  shall  be  paid  into  the  treasury 
[  •  295  ]  of  such  town,  and  appropriated  to  *  the  use  of  schools  therein, 
and  shall  be  applied  in  the  same  manner  as  moneys  arising 
firom  school  lands  are,  by  law,  directed  to  be  applied." 

This  cause  was  argued  at  last  term  by  Pitkin  and  Webster^  for 
the  plaintiffs,  and  by  Shepherd^  for  the  defendants. 
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•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol-  [  *  322  ] 
lows :  — 

The  first  question  presented  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  court  has 
jurisdiction.  The  plaintiffs  claim  under  a  grant  from  the  State  of 
Vermont,  and  the  defendants  claim  under  a  grant  from  the  State  of 
New  Hampshire,  made  at  the  time  when  the  latter  State  compre- 
hended the  whole  territory  of 'the  former  State.  The  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  among  other  things,  extends  the  judicial  power  of 
the  United  States  to  controversies  "  between  citizens  of  the  same 
State  claiming  lands  under  grants  of  different  States."  It  is  argued 
that  the  grant  under  which  the  defendants  claim  is  not  a  grant  of  a 
different  State,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  because 
Vermont,  at  the  time  of  its  emanation,  was  not  a  distinct  government, 
but  was  included  in  the  same  sovereignty  as  New  Hampshire. 

But  it  seems  to  us  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  objection,  l^he 
Constitution  intended  to  secure  an  impartial  tribunal  for  the  decision 
of  causes  arising  from  the  grants  of  different  States ;  and  it  supposed 
that  a  state  tribunal  might  not  stand  indifferent  in  a  controversy, 
where  the  claims  of  its  own  sovereign  were  in  conflict  with  those  of 
another  sovereign.  It  had  no  reference  whatsoever  to  the  antecedent 
situation  of  the  territory,  whether  included  in  one  sovereignty  or 
another.  It  simply  regEurded  the  fact,  whether  grants  arose  under  the 
same  or  under  different  States.  Now  it  is  very  clear  that,  although 
the  territory  of  Vermont  was  once  a  part  of  New  Hamp- 
shire, yet  the  State  of  Vermont,  in  its  *  sovereign  capacity,  [  *  323  ]  • 
is  not,  and  never  was  the  same  as  the  State  of  New  Hamp- 
shire. The  grant  of  the  plaintiffs,  emanated  purely  and  exclusively 
from  the  sovereignty  of  Vermont ;  that  of  the  defendants  purely  and 
exclusively  from  the  sovereignty  of  New  Hampshire.  The  sovereign 
power  of  New  Hampshire  remains  the  same,  although  it  has  lost  a 
part  of  its  territory ;  that  of  Vermont  never  existed  until  its  territory 
was  separated  from  the  jurisdiction  of  New  Hampshire.  The  cir- 
cumstance that  a  part  of  the  territory  or  population  was  once  under 
a  common  sovereign,  no  more  makes  the  States  the  same,  than  the 
circumstance  that  a  part  of  the  members  of  one  corporation  consti- 
tutes a  component  part  of  another  corporation,  makes  the  corporation 
the  same.  Nor  can  it  be  affirmed,  in  any  correct  sense,  that  the 
grants  are  of  the  same  State ;  for  the  grant  of  the  defendants  could 
not  have  been  made  by  the  State  of  Vermont,  since  that  State  had 
not  at  that  time  any  legal  existence ;  and  the  grant  of  the  plaintiffs 
could  not  have  been  made  by  New  Hampshire,  since,  at  that  time, 
New  Hampshire  had  no  jurisdiction  or  sovereign  existence  by  the . 
name  of  Vermont     The  case  is,  therefore,  equally  within  the  letter 
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and  spirit  of  the  clause  of  the  Constitution.  It  would,  indeed,  have 
been  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  objection,  that  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States,  by  the  admission  of  Vermont  into  the 
Union  as  a  distinct  government,  bad  decided  that  it  was  a  different 
State  from  that  of  New  Hampshire. 

The  other  question  which  has  been  argued  is  not  without  difficdty. 
It  is  contended  by  the  plaintifb  that  the  original  grant,  in  the  charter 
of  Pawlet,  of  <'  one  share  for  a  glebe  for  the  Church  of  England  as 
by  law  established,"  is  either  void  for  want  of  a  grantee,  or  if  it 
could  take  effect  at  all,  it  was  as  a  public  reservation,  which,  upon 
the  Revolution,  devolved  upon  the  State  of  Vermont 

The  material  words  of  the  royal  charter  of  1761  are,  "  do  give  and 
grant  in  equal  shares  unto  our  loving  subjects,  &c.,  their  heirs  and 
assigns  forever,  whose  names  are  entered  on  this  grant,  to  be  divided 
amongst  them  into  sixty-eight  equal  shares,  all  that  tract  or  parcel  of 
land,  &c.,  and  that  the  saine  be  and  hereby  is  inc(»rporated 
[ *  324]  •into  a  township  by  the  name  of  Pawlet ;  and  the  inhabi- 
tants that  do  or  shall  hereafter  inhabit  the  said  township, 
are  hereby  declared  to  be  infranchised  with  and  entitied  to  all  and' 
every  the  privileges  and  immunities  that  other  towns  within  our 
province  by  law  exercise  and  enjoy.  To  have  and  to  hold  the  tract 
of  land,  &c.,  to, them  and  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns  forever, 
upon  the  following  conditions,"  &c 

Upon  the  charter  are  indorsed  the  naines  of  sixty-two  persons,  and 
then  foUows  this  additional  clause :  "  His  Excellency,  Benning  Went- 
worth,  a  tract  of  land  to  contain  500  acres,  as  marked  in  the  plan  B. 
W.,  which  is  to  be  accounted  two  shares ;  one  share  for  the  incor- 
porated society  for  the  propagation  of  the  gospel  in  foreign  parts ; 
one  share  for  a  glebe  for  the  Church  of  England  as  by  law  established; 
one  share  for  the  first  settied  minister  of  the  gospel ;  one  share  for 
the  benefit  of  a  school  in  said  town."  Thus  making  up,  with  the 
preceding  sixty-two  shares,  the  whole  number  of  sixty-eight  shares 
stated  in  the  charter. 

Before  we  proceed  to  the  principal  points  in  controversy,  it  will  be 
proper  to  dispose  of  those  which  more  immediately  respect  the  legal 
construction  of  the  language  of  the  charter.  And,  in  our  judgment, 
upon  the  true  construction  of  that  instrument,  none  of  the  grantees, 
saving  Grovernor  Wentworth,  could  legally  take  more  than  one 
single  share,  or  a  sixty-eighth  part  of  the  township.  This  construc- 
tion is  conformable  to  the  letter  and  obvious  intent  of  the  grant,  and, 
as  far  as  we  have  any  knowledge,  has  been  uniformly  adopted  m 
New  Hampshire.  It  is  not  for  this  court,  upon  light  grounds,  or 
ingenious  and  artificial  reasoning,  to  disturb  a  construction  which  has 
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obtained  so  ancient  a  sanction,  and  has  settled  so  many  titles,  even 
if  it  were  at  first  somewhat  doubtful.  But  it  is  not  in  itself  doubt- 
ful ;  for  it  is  the  only  construction  which  will  give  full  effect  to  all 
the  words  of  the  charter.  Upon  any  other,  the  words  "  in  equal 
shares,*^  and  ''to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  sixty-eight  equal 
shares,"  would  be  nugatory  or  senseless.  We  are  further  of  opinion 
that  the  share  for  a  glebe  is  not  vested  in  the  other  grantees  having  a 
capacity  to  take,  and  so  in  the  nature  of  a  condition, 
*  use,  or  trust,  attaching  to  the  grant.  It  is  nowhere  stated  [  *  825  ] 
to  be  a  condition  binding  upon  such  proprietors,  although 
other  conditions  are  expressly  specified.  Nor  is  it  a  trust  or  use 
growing  out  of  the  sixty-eighth  part  granted  to  the  respective  pro* 
prietors,  for  it  is  exclusive  of  these  shares  by  the  very  terms  of  the 
charter.  The  grant  is  in  the  same  clause  with  that  to  the  society  for 
the  propagation  of  the  gospel,  and  in  the  same  language,  and  ought, 
therefore,  to  receive  the  same  construction,  unless  repugnant  to  the 
context,  or  manifestly  requiring  a  different  one.  It  is  very  dear  that 
the  society  for  jthe  propagation  of  the  gospel  take  a  legal,  and  not  a 
merely  equitable  estate ;  and  there  would  be  no  repugnancy  to  the 
context,  in  considering  the  glebe,  in  whomsoever  it  may  be  held  to 
vest,  as  a  legal  estate. 

We  are  further  of  opinion  that  the  three  shares  in  the  charter, 
"  for  a  glebe,"  "  for  the  first  settled  minister,"  and  "  for  a  school," 
are  to  be  read  in  connection,  so  as  to  include  in  each  the  words,  "  in 
the  said  town,"  i.  e*  of  Pawlet ;  so  that  the  whole  clause  is  to  be 
construed,  one  share  for  a  glebe,  &c.,  in  the  town  of  Pawlet,  one 
share  for  the  first  settled  minister  in  the  town  of  Pawlet,  and  one 
share  fwr  a  school  in  the  town  of  Pawlet. 

We  will  now  consider  what  is  the  legal  operation  of  such  a  grant 
at  the  common  law ;  and  how  far  it  is  affected  by  the  laws  of  New 
Hampshire  or  Vermont. 

At  common  law,  the  Church  of  England,  in  its  aggregate  descrip- 
tion, is  not  deemed  a  corporation.  It  is,  indeed,  one  of  the  great 
estates  of  the  realm ;  but  is  no  more,  on  that  account,  a  corporation, 
than  the  nobility  in  their  collective  capacity.  The  phrase,  "the 
Church  of  England,"  so  familiar  in  our  laws  and  judicial  treatises, 
is  nothing  more  than  a  compendious  expression  for  the  religious 
establishment  of  the  realm,  considered,  in  the  aggregate,  under  the 
superintendence  of  its  spiritual  head.  In  this  sense,  the  Church  of 
England  is  said  to  have  peculiar  rights  and  privileges,  not  as  a  cor- 
poration, but  as  an  ecclesiastical  institution  under  the  patronage  of 
the  State.-  In  this  sense  it  is  used  in  Magna  Charts,  c.  1,  where 
it  is  declared :  "  Quod  ecclesia  Anglicana  libera  sit,  et  habeat  om* 
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[*326]  nia  jura  sua  Integra,  et  libertates  *«aa8  illssas;"  and 
Lord  Coke,  in  his  commentary  on  the  text,  obviously  so 
understands  it ;  2  Inst  2,  3.  The  argument,  therefore,  that  supposes 
a  donation  '^  to  the  Church  of  England,"  in  its  collective  capacity,  to 
be  good,  cannot  be  supported,  for  no  such  corporate  body  exists,  even 
in  leg^l  contemplation. 

But  it  has  been  supposed  that  the  <<  Church  of  Eng^land,  of  a 
particular  parish,"  must  be  a  corporation  for  certain  purposes,  although 
incapable  of  asserting  its  rights  and  powers,  except  by  its  parson, 
regularly  inducted.  And,  in  this  respect,  it  might  be  likened  to  cer* 
tain  other  aggregate  corporations  acknowledged  in  law,  whose  com- 
ponent members  are  civilly  dead,  and  whose  rights  maybe  effectually 
vindicated  through  their  established  head,  though  during  a  vacancy 
of  the  headship  they  remain  inert;  such  are  the  conmion  law  corpo- 
rations of  abbot  and  convent,  and  prior  and  monks  of  a  priory.  Nor 
is  this  supposition  without  the  countenance  of  authority. 

The  expression,  parish  church,  has  vsurious  significations.  It  is 
applied  sometimes  to  a  select  body  of  Christians,  forming  a  local 
spiritual  association;  and  sometimes  to  the  building  in  which  the 
public  worship  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish  is  celebrated ;  but  the 
true  legal  notion  of  a  parochial  church,  is  a  consecrated  place,  having 
attached  to  it  the  rights  of  burial,  and  the  administration  of  the 
sacraments.  Com.  Dig.  Esglise,  C.  Seld.  de  Decim.  265;  2  Inst.  363; 
1  Burn's  Eccles.  Law,  217  ;  1  Woodes,  314.  Doctor  Gibson,  indeed, 
holds  that  the  church,  in  consideration  of  law,  is  properly  the  cure 
of  souls,  and  the  right  of  tithes.  Gibs.  189 ;  1  Bum's  Eccles.  Law, 
332. 

Every  such  church,  of  common  right,  ought  to  have  a  manse  and 
glebe  as  a  suitable  endowment ;  and  without  such  an  endowment  it 
cannot  be  consecrated ;  and  until  consecration  it  has  no  legal  exist- 
ence as  a  church.  Com.  Dig.  Dismes,  B.  2 ;  3  Inst  203 ;  Gibs.  190 ; 
1  Burn's  Eccles.  Law,  233 ;  Com.  Dig.  Esglise,  A. ;  Dort  of  Plural, 
80.  When  a  church  has  thus  acquired  all  the  ecclesiastical  righte, 
it  becomes  in  the  language  of  law  a  rectory  or  parsonage,  which 
consists  of  a  glebe,  tithes,  and  oblations  established  for  the 
[  *  327  ]  maintenance  of  a  parson  •  or  rector  to  have  cure  of  souls 
within  the  parish.     Com.  Dig.  Eccles.  persons,  c.  6. 

These  capacities,  attributes,  and  rights,  however,  in  order  to 
possess  a  legal  entity,  and  much  more,  to  be  susceptible  of  a  legal 
perpetuity,  must  be  invested  in  some  natural  or  corporate  body ;  for 
in  no  other  way  can  they  be  exercised  or  vindicated.  And  so  is  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Coke,  in  3  Inst  201,  202,  where  he  says :  "  Albeit 
they"  (L  e.  subjects)   "might  build  churches  without  the  king's 
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license,  yet  they  could  not  erect  a  spiritual  politic  body  to  continue 
in  succession,  and  capable  of  endowment,  without  the  king's  license ; 
but  by  the  common  law,  before  the  statute  of  Mortmain,  they  might 
have  endowed  the  spiritual  body  once  incorporated  perpetuis  futuris 
temporilmsj  without  any  license  from  the  king  or  any  other." 

This  passage  points  clearly  to  the  necessity  of  a  spiritual  corpora- 
tion to  uphold  the  rectorial  rights.  We  shall  presently  see  whether 
the  parish  church,  after  consecration,  was  deemed  in  legail  intendment, 
such  a  corporation.  In  his  learned  treatise  on  tenures,  lord  chief 
baron  Gilbert  informs  us  tiiat  anciently,  according  to  the  superstition 
of  the  age,  abbots  and  prelates  <<  were  supposed  to  be  married  to  the 
church,  inasmuch  as  the  right  of  property  was  vested  in  the  church, 
the  estate  being  appropriated,  and  the  bishop  and  abbot,  as  husbands 
and  representatives  of  the  church,  had  the  right  of  possession  in  them ; 
and  tlus  the  rather,  because  they  might  maintain  actions  and  recover, 
and  hold  courts  within  their  manors  and  precincts,  as  the  entire 
owners ;  and  that  crowns  and  temporal  states  might  have  no  rever- 
sions of  interest  in  their  feuds  and  donations.  Therefore,  since  they 
had  the  possession  in  fee,  they  might  alien  in  fee ;  but  they  could 
not  alien  more  than  the  right  of  possession  that  was  in  them,  for  the 
right  of  propriety  was  in  the  church."  But  as  to  a  parochial  parson, 
^  because  the  cure  of  souls  was  only  committed  to  him  during  life, 
he  was  not  capable  of  a  fee,  and,  therefore,  the  fee  was  in  abeyance." 
Gilb.  Tenures,  110,  &c. 

Conformable  herewith  is  the  doctrine  of  Bracton,  who 
observes  that  an  assize  jttris  utrum  would  not  lie  •  in  cases  [  •  328  ] 
of  a  gift  of  lands  to  cathedral  and  conventual  churches,  , 
though  given  in  Uberam  eleemosynam^  because  they  were  not  given 
to  the  church  solely,  but  also  to  a  parson  to  be  held  as  a  barony, 
"non  solum  dantur  ecclesiis,  sed  et  personis  tenendee  inbaronia;" 
and,  therefore,  they  might  have  all  the  legal  remedies  applicable  to 
a  fee.  But  he  says  it  is  otherwise  to  a  person  claiming  land  in  right 
of  his  church ;  for  in  cases  of  parochial  churches,  gifts  were  not  con- 
sidered as  made  to  the  parson,  but  to  the  church,  "quia  ecclesiis 
parochialibus  non  fit  donatio  personee,  sed  ecclesiee,  secundum  per- 
pendi  poterit  per  modum  donationis."  Bracton,  286,  b ;  1  Eeeve's 
Hist  Law,  369.  And  in  another  place,  Bracton,  speaking  of  the 
modes  of  acquiring  property,  declares  that  a  donation  may  well  be 
made  to  cathedrals,  convents,  parish  churches,  and  religious  person- 
ages, "poterit  etiam  donatio  fieri  in  liberam  eleemosynam,  sicut 
ecclesiis  cathedralibus,  conventualibus,  parochialibus,  vivis  religiosis," 
&c.     Bracton,  27,  b ;  1  Reeve's  Hist.  Law,  303. 

The  language  of  these  passages  would  seem  to  consider  cathedral, 
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conventual,  and  paroehial  churches,  as  corporations  of  themselves, 
capable  of  holding  lands.  But  upon  an  attentive  examination  it 
will  be  found  to  be  no  more  than  an  abbreviated  designation  of  the 
nature,  quality,  and  tenure  of  different  ecclesiastical  inheritances, 
and  that  the  xeal  spiritual  corporations,  which  are  tacitiy  referred  to, 
are  the  spiritual  heads  of  the  particular  church,  namely :  the  bishop, 
the  abbot,  and,  as  more  important  to. the  present  purpose,  tlie  parson, 
qui  gerit  personam  ecclesue. 

Upon  this  ground  it  has  been  held  in  the  year  books,  11  H.  4,  84,  b, 
and  has  been  cited  as  good  law  by  Fitzherbert  and  Brook,  (Fitz ; 
Feofft.  pL  42 ;  Bro.  Estate  pi.  49,  S.  C.  Viner,  ab.  L.  pL  4,)  that  if  a 
grant  be  made  to  the  church  of  such  a  place,  it  shall  be  a  fee  in  tiie 
parson  and  his  successors.  '<  Si  terre  soit  done  per  ceux  parolz,  dedit 
et  concessit  ecclesiee  de  tiel  lieu,  le  parson  et  ses  successeurs  seira 
inheriter."  And  in  like  manner  if  a  gift  be  of  chattels  to  parishioners, 
who  are  no  corporation,  it  is  good,  and  the  church-wardens  shall  take 
them  in  succession,  for  the  gift  is  to  the  use  of  the  church.    37  H.  6, 

30;  1  Kyd.  CJorp.  29. 
[  •  329  ]       *  In  other  cases,  the  law  looks  to  the  substance  of  the 

gift,  and,  in  favor  of  religion,  vests  it  in  the  party  capable  of 
taking  it  And  notwithstanding  the  doubts  of  a  learned,  but  mngu-' 
lar  mind.  Perk.  s.  55,  in  our  judgment  the  grant  in  the  present  char- 
ter, if  there  had  been  a  church  actually  Existing  in  Pawlet  at  the  time 
of  the  grant,  must,  upon  the  common  law  have  received  the  same 
construction.  In  the  intendment  of  law,  the  parson  and  his  succes- 
sors would  have  been  the  representatives  of  the  church,  entitled  to 
take  the  donation  of  the  glebe.  It  would  in  effect  have  been  a  grant 
to  the  parson  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  the  town  of  Pawlet, 
and  to  his  successors,  of  one  share  in  the  township,  as  an  endow- 
ment to  be  held  jure  ecclesice;  for  a  glebe  is  emphatically  the 
dowry  of  the  church :  <^  Gleba  est  terra  qua  consistit  dos  ecdesiffi." 
Lind.  254. 

Under  such  circumstances,  by  the  common  law,  the  existing  par- 
son would  have  immediately  become  seized  of  the  freehold  of  the 
glebe,  as  a  sole  corporation  capable  of  transmitting  the  inheritance  to 
his  successors. 

.  Whether,  during  his  life,  the  fee  would  be  in  abeyance  according 
to  the  ancient  doctrine,  Litt  s.  646,  647 ;  Co.  Lit  342 ;  5  Edw.  4, 
105/  Dyer  71,  pi.  43;  Hob.  338;  Com.  Dig.  Abeyance  A.;  Id.* Ec- 
clesiastical persons,  C.  9;  Perk.  s.  709;  or  whether,  according  to 
learned  opinions  in  modern  times,  the  fee  should  be  considered  as 
qwodam  modo  vested  in  the  parson  for  the  benefit  of  his  church  and 
his  successors,  Co.  Lit  341,  a.  Com.  Dig.  Ecclesiast  persons,  C.  9; 
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Feame,  Cont  Rem.  513,  &c. ;  Christian's  note  to  2  Black.  Com.  107, 
Aote  3 ;  Gilb.  tenures,  113 ;  1  Woodeson,  312,  is  not  vpry  material  to 
be  settled ;  for  at  all  events  the  whole  fee  would  have  passed  out  of 
the  crown.  Litt.  s.  648 ;  Co.  Lit  341,  a;  Christian's  note,  tibi  supra; 
Gilb.  tenures,  113.  Nor  would  it  be  in  the  power  of  the  crown,  after 
such  a  grant  executed  in  the  parson,  to  resume  it  at  its  pleasure.  It 
wotdd  become  a  -perpetual  inheritance  of  the  church,  not  liable,  even 
during  a  vacancy,  to  be  divested ;  though  by  consent  of  all  parties 
interested,  namely,  the  patron,  and  ordinary,  and  also  the  parson,  if 
the  church  were  full,  it  might  be  aliened  or  incumbered.  Litt  s. 
648 ;  Co.  Lit  343 ;  Perk.  s.  35 ;  1  Burn's  Ecclesiast  Law,  585. 

•  But  inasmuch  as  there  was  not  any  church  duly  conse-  [  *  330  ] 
crated  and  established  in  Pawlet  at  the  time  of  the  charter, 
it  becomes  necessary  further  to  inquire  whether,  at  common  law,-  a 
grant  so  made,  is  wholly  void  for  want  of  a  corporation  having  a 
capacity  to  take. 

In  general,  no  grant  can  take  eiSect,  unless  there  be  a  sufficient 
grantee  then  in  existence.  This,  in  the  case  of  corporations,  seems 
pressed  yet  further ',  for  if  there  be  an  aggregate  corporation,  having 
a  head,  as  a  mayor  and  commonalty,  a  grant  or  devise  made  to  the 
corporation  during  the  vacancy  of  the  headship,  is  merely  void; 
although,  for  some  purposes,  as  for  the  choice  of  a  head,  the  corpora- 
tion is  still  considered  as  having  a  legal  entity ;  13  Ed.  4,  8 ;  18  Ed* 
4,  8,  Bro.  Corporation,  58,  59 ;  Dalison,  R.  31 ;  1  Kyd.  Corp.  106, 
107 ;  Perk.  s.  33,  50.  Whether  this  doctrine  has  been  applied  to 
parochial  churches,  during  to  avoidance,  has  not  appeared  in  any 
authorities  that  have  fallen  within  our  notice;  and  perhaps  cau 
be  satisfactorily  settled  only  by  a  recurrence  to  analogous  prin- 
ciples, which  have  been  applied  to  the  original  endowments  of  such 
churches. 

We  have  already  seen  that  no  parish  church,  as  such,  could  have 
a  legal  existence  until  consecration ;  and  consecration  was  expressly 
inhibited  unless  upon  a  suitable  endowment  of  land.  The  canon 
law,  following  the  civil  law,  required  such  endowment  to  be  made,  or 
at  least  ascertained,  before  the  building  of  the  church  was  begun. 
Gibs.  189 ;  1  Bum's  Eccles.  Law,  233.  This  endowment  was,  in 
ancient  times,  commonly  made  by  an  allotment  of  manse  and  glebe, 
by  the  lord  of  the  manor,  who  thereupon  became  the  patron  of  the 
church.  Other  persons  also  at  the  time  of  consecration  often  contri- 
buted small  portions  of  ground,  which  is  the  reason,  we  are  told,  why, 
in  England,  in  many  parishes,  the  glebe  is  not  only  distant  from  the 
manor,  but  lies  in  remote,  divided  parcels ;  Ken.  Par.  Aut  222,  233, 
cited  in  1  Bum's  Eccles.  Law,  234.     The  manner  of  founding  the 
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church  and  making  the  allotment  was  for  the  bishop  or  his  commis- 
sioner to  set  up  a  cross,  and  set  forth  the  gfound  where  the  church 
was  to  be  built,  and  it  then  became  the  endowment  of  the  church. 

Degge.  p.  1,  c  12,  dted  1  Burn's  Eccles.  Law,  233. 
[  •  331  ]  *  Prom  this  brief  history  of  the  foundation  of  parsonages 
and  churches,  it  is  apparent  that  there  could  be  no  spiritual 
or  other  corporation  capable  of  receiving  livery  of  seizin  of  the  endow- 
ment of  the  church.  There  could  be  no  parson,  for  he  could  be 
inducted  into  office  only  as  a  parson  of  an  existing  church,  and  the 
endowment  must  precede  the  establishment  thereo£  Nor  is  it  even 
hinted  that  the  land  was  conveyed  in  trust,  for  at  this  early  period 
trusts  were  an  unknown  refinement.  The  land,  therefore,  must  have 
passed  out  of  the  donors,  if  at  all,  without  a  grantee,  byway  of  public 
appropriation  or  dedication  to  pious  uses.  Li  this  respect  it  would  form 
an  exception  to  the  generality  of  the  rule,  that  to  make  a  grant  valid 
there  must  be  a  person  in  esse  capable  of  taking  it.  And,  under  such 
circumstance^,  until  a  parson  should  be  legally  inducted  to  such  new 
church,  the  fee  of  its  lands  would  remain  in  abeyance,  or  be  like  the 
hcereditus  jacens  of  the  Roman  code  in  expectation  of  an  heir.  This 
would  conform  exactly  to  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law,  which,  as  to 
pious  donations,  Bracton  has  not  scrupled  to  affirm  to  be  the  law  of 
England.  ^'Res  vero  sacr®,  reUgiosGe,  et  sanctee  in  nullius  bonis 
sunt,  quod  enlm  divini  juris  est,  id' in  nullius  hominis  bonis  est,  immo 
in  bonis  dei  hominum  censura,  &c  Res  quidem  nullius  dicnntur 
pluribus  modis,  &c.  Item  censura  (ut  dictum  est,)  sicut  res  sacrse 
religiosae  et  sanctae.  Item  casu,  sicut  est  heereditus  jacens  ante  addi- 
tionem,  sed  fallit  in  hoc,  quia  sustinet  vicem  person®  defuncti,  ve. 
quia  speratur  futura  hsereditas  ejus,  qui  adibit."  Bracton,  8,  a ;  Justin. 
Instit.  lib.  2,  tit  1 ;  Co.  lit.  342,  on  Litt.  s.  447. 

Nor  is  this  a  novel  doctrine  in  the  common  law.  In  the  fami- 
liar case  where  a  man  lays  out  a  public  street  or  highway,  there 
is,  strictly  speaking,  no  grantee  of  the  easement,  but  it  takes  effect 
by  way  of  grant  or  dedication  to  public  uses.  Lade  v.  Shepherd, 
2  Str.  1004 ;  Hale  in  Harg.  78.  So  if  the  parson  or  a  stranger  pur- 
chase a  bell  with  his  own  money,  and  put  it  up,  the  property  passes 
from  the  purchaser,  because,  when  put  up,  it  is  consecrated  to  the 
church,  11  H.  4,  12 ;  1  Kyd.  Corp.  29,  30.  These  principles  may 
seem  to  savor  of  the  ancient  law ;  but  in  a  modem  case  in  which,  in 
argument,  the  doctrine  was  asserted.  Lord  Hardwicke  did  not  deny  it, 

but  simply  decided  that  the  circumstances  of  that  case 
[  •  332  ]  did  not  amount  to  a  donation  of  the  land,  on  which  *  a 

chapel  had  been  built,  to  public  and  pious  uses.     Attorney- 
General  V.  Foley,  1  Dick.  R.  363.     And  in  an  intermediate  period, 
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lord  chief  justice  Dyer  held  that  if  the  crown,  by  statute,  renounced 
an  estate,  the  title  was  gone  from  the  crown,  although  not  vested  in 
any  oth6r  person,  but  the  fee  remained  in  abeyance. 

It  is  true  that  Weston,  J.,  was,  in  the  same  case,  of  a  different 
opinion ;  but  lord  chief  baron  Comyns  has  quoted  Dyer's  opinion, 
without  any  mark  of  disapprobation.     Com.  Dig.  Abeyance,  A.  1. 

For  the  reasons,  then,  that  have  been  stated,  a  donation  by  the 
crown  for  the  use  of  a  non-existing  parish  church,  may  well  take 
effect  by  the  common  law  as  a  dedication  to  pious  uses,  and  the 
crown  would  thereupon  be  deemed  the  patron  of  the  future  benefice 
when  brought  into  life.  And  after  such  a  donation  it  would  not  be 
competent  for  the  crown  to  resume  it  at  its  own  will,  or  alien  the 
property,  without  the  same  consent  which  is  necessary  for  the  aliena- 
tion of  other  church  property,  namely,  the  consent  of  the  ordinary, 
and  parson,  if  the  church  be  full,  or  in  a  vacancy,  of  the  ordinary 
alone. 

And  the  same  principles  would  govern  the  case  before  the  court,  if 
it  were  to  be  decided  upon  the  mere  footing  of  the  conmion  law.  If 
the  charter  had  been  of  a  township  in  England,  the  grant  of  the 
glebe  would  have  taken  effect,  as  a  dedication  to  the  parochial  Church 
of  England  to  be  established  therein. 

Before  such  church  were  duly  erected  and  consecrated,  the  fee  of 
the  glebe  would  remain  in  abeyance,  or  at  least  be  beyond  the  power 
of  the  crown  to  alien,  without  the  ordinary's  consent.  Upon  the 
erection  and  consecration  of  such  a  church,  and  the  regular  induc- 
tion of  a  parson,  such  parson  and  his  successors  would,  by  operation 
of  law,  and  without  further  act,  have  taken  the  inheritance  jure 
ecclesice. 

Let  us  now  see  how  far  these  principles  were  applicable  to  New 
Hampshire,  at  the  time  of  issuing  of  the  charter  of  Pawlet. 

New  Hampshire  was  originally  erected  into  a  royal  *  prov-  [  •  333  ] 
ince  in  the  31st  year  of  Charles  IL,  and  from  thence  until 
the  Revolution,  continued  a  royal  province,  under  the  immediate  con- 
trol and  direction  of  the  crown.  By  the  first  royal  commission  granted 
in  31  Charles  IL,  among  other  things,  judicial  powers,  in  all  actions, 
v/ere  granted  to  the  provincial  governor  and  council,  "  so  always  that 
the  form  of  proceedings  in  such  cases,  and  the  judgment  thereupon 
to  be  given,  be  as  consonant  and  agreeable  to  the  laws  and  statutes 
of  this  our  realm  of  England,  as  the  present  state  and  condition  of 
our  subjects  inhabiting  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  (that  is,  of  the 
province,)  and  the  circumstances  of  the  place  will  admit."  Independ- 
ent, however,  of  such  a  provision,  we  take  it  to  be  a  clear  principle  that 
the  common  law  in  force  at  the  emigration  of  our  ancestors  is  deemed 
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the  birthright  of  the  colonies,  unless  so  far  as  it  is  inapplicable  to 
their  situation,  or  repugnant  to  their  other  rights  and  privileges.  A 
fortiori,  the  principle  applies  to  a  jroyal  province. 

By  the  same  commission,  or  charter,  the  crown  granted  to  the  sub- 
jects of  the  province,  "  that  liberty  of  conscience  shall  be  allowed  to 
all  Protestants,  and  that  such  especially  as  shall  be  conformable  to 
the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England,  shall  be  particularly  counten- 
anced and  encouraged."  By  a  subsequent  commission  of  15  Geo.  IL, 
the  governor  of  the  province,  among  other  things,  is  authorized  "  to 
collate  any  person  or  persons  to  any  churches,  chapels,  or  other 
ecclesiastical  benefices,  within  our  said  province,  as  often  as  any  shall 
happen  to  be  void,"  and  this  authority  was  continued  and  confirmed 
in  the  same  terms  by  royal  commissions,  in  1  Greo.  III.,  and  6  Geo. 
III.  By  the  provincial  statute  of  13  Ann,  c  43,  the  respective  towns 
in  the  province  were  authorized  to  choose,  settle,  and  maintain  their 
ministers,  and  to  levy  taxes  for  this  purpose,  so  always  that  no  person 
who  constantly  and  conscientiously  attended  public  worship  accord- 
ing to  another  persuasion,  should  be  excused  from  taxe^.  And  the 
respective  towns  were  further  authorized  to  build  and  repair  meeting- 
houses, ministers'  houses,  and  school-houses,  and  to  provide  and  pay 
school-masters.  This  is  the  whole  of  the  provincial  and  royal  legis- 
lation upon  the  subject  of  religion. 
[  •  334  ]  Inasmuch  as  liberty  of  conscience  was  allowed,  and  •  the 
Church  of  England  wa^  not  jexclusively  established,  the  eccle- 
siastical rights  to  tithes,  oblations,  and  other  dues,  had  no  legal  exist* 
ence  in  the  province.  Neither,  upon  the  establishment  of  churches, 
was  a  consecration  by  a  bishop,  or  a  presentation  of  a  parson  to  the 
ordinary,  indispensable  ;  for  no  bishopric  existed  within  the  province. 

But  the  common  law,  so  far  as  it  respected  the  erection  of  churches 
of  the  Episcopal  persuasion  of  England,  the  right  to  present,  or 
collate  to  such  churches,  and  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  parsons 
thereof  to  take  in  succession,  seems  to  have  been  fully  recognized 
and  adopted.  It  was  applicable  to  the  situation  of  the  province,  was 
avowed  in  the  royal  grants  and  commissions,  and  explicitly  referred 
to  in  the  appropriation  of  glebes,  in  almost  all  the  charters  of  town- 
ships in  the  province.  And  it  seems  to  be  also  clear  that  it  belonged 
to  the  crown  exclusively,  at  its  own  pleasure,  to  erect  the  church  in 
each  town  that  should  be  entitled  to  take  the  glebe,  and  upon  such 
erection  to  collate,  through  the  governor,  a  parson  to  the  benefice. 
The  respective  towns  in  their  corporate  capacity  had  no  control  over 
the  glebe ;  but  inasmuch  as  they  were  bound,  by  the  provincial  stat- 
ute, to  maintain  public  worship,  and  had,  therefore,  an  interest  to  be 
eased  of  the  public  burden,  by  analogy  to  the  common  law,  in  zela- 
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tion  to  the  personal  property  of  the  parish  church,  the  glebe  could  not, 
before  the  erection  of  a  church,  be  aliened  by  the  crown  without  their 
consent ;  nor  after  the  erection  of  a  church  and  induction  of  a  parson, 
could  the  glebe  be  aliened  without  the  joint  consent  of  the  crown,  as 
patron,  the  parson  as  persona  eccUsuBj  and  the  parishioners  of  the 
church  as  having  a  temporal  as  well  as  spiritual  interest,  and  thereby 
in  effect  representing  the  ordinary. 

But  a  mere  voluntary  society  of  Episcopalians  within  a  town, 
unauthorized  by  the  crown,  could  no  more  entitle  themselves,  on 
account  of  their  religious  tenets,  to  the  glebe,  than  any  other  society 
worshipping  therein. 

The  church  entitled,  must  be  a  church  recognized  in  law  for  this 
particular  purpose.  Whenever,  therefore,  within  the  province,  previous 
to  the  Revolution,  an  Episcopal  church  was  duly  erected 
by  the  crown,  in  any  town,  •the  parsons  thereof  regularly  [  *d35  ] 
inducted,  had  a  right  to  the  glebe  in  perpetual  succession. 
Where  no  sueh  church  was  duly  erected  by  the  crown,  the  glebe 
remained  as  an  hcereditas  jacensy  and  the  State  which  succeeded  to 
the  rights  of  the  crown,  might,  with  the  assent  of  the  town,  alien  or 
incumber  it ;  or  might  erect  an  Episcopal  church  therein,  and  collate, 
either  directly,  or  through  the  vote  of  the  town,  indirectly,  its  parson, 
who  would  thereby  become  seized  of  the  glebe  jure  eccksicBj  and  be  a 
corporation  capable  of  transmitting  the  inheritance. 

Such,  in  our  judgment,  are  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  Episco- 
pal churches  of  New  Hampshire,  and  the  legal  principles  applicable 
to  the  glebes  reserved  in  the  various  townships  of  that  State  previou9 
to  the  Revolution.  And,  without  an  adoption  of  some  of  the  com- 
mon law  in  the  manner  which  I  have  suggested,  it  seems  very  difficult 
to  give  full  effect  to  the  royal  grants  and  commissions,  or  to  uphold 
that  ecclesiastical  policy  which  the  crown  had  a  right  to  patronize, 
and  to  which  it  so  explicitly  avowed  its  attachment 

It  seems  to  be  tacitly  if  not  openly  conceded,  that,  before  the 
Revolution,  no  regular  Episcopal  church  was  established  in  Pawlet 
By  the  Revolution,  the  State  of  Vermont  succeeded  to  all  the  rights 
of  the  crown,  as  to  the  unappropriated  as  well  as  appropriated  glebes* 

It  now,  therefore,  becomes  material  to  survey  the  statutes  which 
the  State  of  Vermont  has,  from  time  to  time,  passed  on  this  subject 

By  the  statute  of  26th  of  October,  1787,  the  selectmen  of  the 
respective  towns  were  authorized  during  the  then  septenary,  (which 
expired  in  1792,)  to  take  the  care  and  inspection  of  the  glebes,  and 
to  lease  the  same  for,  and  during  the  same  term ;  and,  further,  to 
recover  possession  of  the  same,  where  they  had  been  taken  possession 
of  by  persons  without  title ;  but  an  exception  is  made  in  favor  of 
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ordained  Episcopal  ministers,  who,  during  their  ministry  within  the 
same  term,  were  allowed  to  take  the  profits  of  the  glebes  within  their 
respective  towns.     The  statute  of  30th   October,  1794,  granted  to 
their  respective  towns  the  entire  property  of  the  glebes,  therein  situ- 
ate, for  the  sole  use  and  support  of  religious  .worship ;  and 
[  •336  ]  •  authorized  the  selectmen  of  the  towns  to  lease  and  recover 
possession  of  such  glebes.     This  act  was  repealed  by  the 
statute  of  the  6th  of  November,  1779.     But  by  the  statute  of  the  5th 
,  of  November,  1805,  the  glebes  were  again  granted  to  the  respective 
towns,  for  the  use  of  the  schools  of  such  towns ;  and  power  was  given 
to  the  selectmen  to  sue  for  possession  of,  and  to  lease  the  same. 

By  the  operation  of  these  statutes,  and  especially  of  that  of  1794, 
which,  so  far  as  it  granted  the  glebes  to  the  towns,  could  not  after- 
wards be  repealed  by  the  legislature  so  as  to  devest  the  rights  of  the 
towns  under  the  grant,  the  towns  became  respectively  entitled  to  all 
the  glebes  situate  therein  which  had  not  been  previously  appropriated 
by  the  regular  and  legal  erection  of  an  Episcopal  church  within  the 
particular  town ;  for  in  such  case  the  towns  would  legally  represent 
all  the  parties  in  interest,  namely :  the  State  which  might  be  deemed 
the  patron  and  the  parish. 

Without  the  authority  of  the  State,  hoWever,  they  could  not  apply 
the  lands  to  other  uses  than  public  worship ;  and  in  this  respect  the 
statute  of  1805,  conferred  a  new  right  which  the  towns  might  or 
might  not  exercise  at  their  own  pleasure. 

Upon  these  principles  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover,  unless 
the  defendants  show,  not  pierely  that  before  the  year  1794,  there  was 
a  society  of  Episcopalians  in  Pawlet,  regularly  established  according 
to  the  rules  of  that  sect,  but  that  such  society  was  erected  by  the 
crown,  or  the  State,  as  an  Episcopal  church,  (that  is,  the  Church  of 
England,)  established  in  the  town  of  Pawlet.  For,  unless  it  have 
such  a  legal  existence,  its  parson  cannot  be  entitled  to  the  glebe 
reserved  in  the  present  charter. 

The  statement  of  facts  is  not,  in  this  particular,  v^ry  exact;  but  it 
muy  be  inferred  from  it  that  the  Episcopal  society  or  church  was  not 
established  in  Pawlet  previous  to  the  year  1802.  In  what  manner 
and  by  what  authority  it  was  then  established,  does  not  distinctly 
appear.  As  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs  is,  however,  primd  facie  good, 
and  the  title  of  the  defendants  is  not  shown  to  be  sufficient,  upon  the 
principles  which  have  been  stated,  the  plaintiffs  would  seem  entitled 

to  judgment. 
[  •  337  ]      *  There  is  another  view  of  the  subject  which,  if  any  doubt 
hung  over  that  which  has  been  already  suggested,  would 
decide  the  cause  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.     And  it  is  entitled  to  the 
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more  weight,  becanse  it  seems  in  analogous  cases  to  have  received 
the  approbation  and  sanction  of  the  state  courts  of  New  Hampshire. 
In  the  various  royal  charters  of  townships,  in  which  shares  have  been 
reserved  for  public  purposes,  (and  they  are  numerous,)  it  has  been 
held  that  the  shares  for  the  first  settled  minister,  and  for  the  benefit 
of  a  school,  were  vested  in  the  town  in  its  corporate  capacity ;  in  the 
latter  case  as  fee  simple  absolute,  in  the  former  case  as  a  base  fee, 
determinable  upon  the  settlement  of  the  first  minister  by  the  town. 

The  foundation  of  this  construction  is  supposed  to  be  that  the 
town  is,  by  law,  obliged  to  maintain  public  worship  and  public 
schools ;  and  that  therefore  the  legal  title  ought  to  pass  to  the  town, 
which  is  considered  as  the  real  cestui  que  use.  By  analogy  to  this 
reasoning,  the  share  for  a  glebe  might  be  deemed  to  be  vested  in  the 
town  for  the  use  of  an  Episcopal  church ;  and  then,  before  any  such 
church  shoidd  be  established,  and  the  use  executed  in  its  parson,  by 
the  joint  assent  of  the  legislature  and  the  town,  the  land  might  at 
any  time  be  appropriated  to  other  purposes. 

We  do  not  profess  to  lay  any  particular  stress  on  this  last  consider* 
ation,  because  we  are  entirely  satisfied  to  vest  the  decision  upon  the 
principles  which  have  been  before  asserted. 

On  the  whole,  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  is,  that, 
upon  the  special  statement  of  facts  by  the  parties,  judgment  ought  to 
pass  for  the  plaintifis. 

Johnson,  J.  The  dijficulties  in  this  case  appear  to  me  to  arise  from 
refining  too  much  upon  the  legal  principles  relative  to  ecclesiastical 
property  under  the  laws  of  England. 

I  find  no  difficulty  in  getting  a  sufficient  trustee  to  sustain  the  fee 
until  the  uses  shall  arise. 

It  is  not  material  whether  the  corporation  of  Pawlet  *  con-  [  *  338  ] 
sists  of  the  proprietors  or  inhabitants.  The  grant  certainly 
vests  the  legal  interest  in  the  proprietor ;  and  it  is  in  nothing  incon- 
sistent with  this  idea  to  admit  that  the  corporate  powers  of  the  town 
of  Pawlet  are  vested  in  the  inhabitants.  The  proprietors  may  still 
well  be  held  trustees,  but  the  application  of  the  trust  may  be  sub- 
ject to  the  will  of  the  whole  combined  population. 

I  therefore  construe  this  grant  thus :  we  vest  in  you  so  much  terri- 
tory, by  metes  and  bounds,  in  trust  to  divide  the  same  into  sixty- 
eight  shares ;  to  assign  one  share  in  fee  to  each  of  you,  the  grantees, 
two  to  the  governor,  one  to  the  Church  of  England  as  by  law  estab^ 
lished,  &c  This  certainly  would  be  a  sufficient  conveyance  to  sup- 
port the  fee  for  the  purposes  prescribed. 

But  the  difficulty  arises  on  the  meaning  of  tiie  words  <<  Church  Of 
VOL.  III.  32 
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England  as  by  law  established."  This  was  unquestionably  meant  to 
set  apart  a  share  of  the  land  granted,  for  the  use  of  that  class  of  Chris- 
tians known  by  the  description  of  Episcopalians.  But  was  it  com- 
petent for  any  man,  or  any  number  of  men,  to  enter  upon  this  land, 
without  any  legal  designation  or  organization  identifying  them  to 
come  within  the  description  of  persons  for  whose  use  this  reservation 
was  made  ?  I  think  not  Some  act  of  the  town  of  Pawlet,  or  of 
the  legislature  of  the  State,  or  at  least  of  Episcopal  jurisdiction,  be- 
came necessary  to  give  form  and  consistency  to  the  cestui  que  use^ 
until  such  person  or  body  became  constituted  and  recognized.  I  see 
nothing  to  prevent  tiie  legislature  itself  from  making  an  appropria- 
tion of  this  property. 

Their  controlling  power  over  the  corporate  body  denominated  the 
town  of  Pawlet,  certoinly  sanctioned  such  an  act ;  and  before  the  act 
passed  in  this  case,  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in  existence  a 
person,  or  body  of  men,  in  which  the  use  could  have  vested. 

I  therefore  concur  in  the  decision  of  the  court 

2  W.  377i  4  W.  518 ;  2  P.  566;  6  P.  431 ;  6 H.  301  j  9  H.  lOj  10  H.  511 ;  14  H.  268; 

16  H.  369 
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Under  the  Embargo  Law  of  April  25, 1808,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  499,  s.  11,)  the  collector  iras 
justified  in  detaining  a  vessel,  if  he,  in  fiict,  entertained  an  opinion  that  the  law  was  abont 
to  be  violated ;  he  was  not  bound  to  show  probable  caose  for  that  opinion,  or  dne  diligenoo 
in  forming  it 

Bnt  it  was  competent  for  the  ship-owner  to  show  malice,  and  that  the  collector  acted  from 
that  motive,  and  in  fact  had  not  the  said  opinion. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

T.  Law^  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  Ready  for  the  defendant. 

{  •353  ]      •Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  — 
This  is  an  action  of  trespass,  brought  in  the  supreme  judicial  court 
of  the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  for  taldng,  carrying  away, 
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and  destroying  a  certain  schooner  called  The  Friendship,  with  her 
cargo,  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  below. 

The  declaration  is  in  common  form.  The  defendant  pleaded  that) 
as  deputy  collector  for  the  district  of  Barnstable,  he  detained  and 
removed  from  the  port  and  harbor  of  Provincetown  to  the  port  and 
harbor  of  Barnstable,  the  said  vessel  and  cargo,  that  they  might  be 
securely  kept;  the  said  schooner  and  cargo,  at  the  time  of  such  de- 
tention, lying  in  the  said  harbor  of  Provincetown,  within  the  district 
aforesaid,  ostensibly  bound  to  some  other  port  of  the  United  States, 
with  an  intent,  in  ike  opinion  of  the  defendant,  to  violate,  or  evade 
the  provisions  of  the  embargo  laws.  He  farther  pleaded  that  he 
caused  the  said  vessel  to  be  detained,  so  that  the  decision  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  might  be  had  thereon,  who,  after- 
wards, upon  his  report  and  representation,  did  approve  and  confirm 
the  said  detention. 

The  plaintiff  replies  that  the  defendant  committed  the  trespass  of 
his  own  wrong,  and  without  any  such  cause,  &c.  Issue  being  joined 
thereon. 

On  a  bill  of  exceptions  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  court,  the  fol- 
lowing facts  appear  to  have  been  given  in  evidence:  That  the 
schooner  in  question,  in  the  month  of  December,  1808,  was  lying  at 
Provincetown,  whoUy  loaded  with  codfish.  She  had  also  a  barrel  of 
beef,  a  number  of  small  stores  and  groceries,  with  three  or  four  bar- 
rels of  water,  and  a  number  of  kegs  of  pickled  lobsters.  That  an 
inspector  of  the  customs,  seeing  The  Friendship  in  this  situation, 
and  judging  that  the  groceries  were  sufficient  for  the  crew  of  such  a 
vessel  for  thirty  days,  and  having  no  doubt  of  her  being  bound  to  sea, 
gave  information  of  such,  his  suspicions,  to  the  collector, 
who  gave  a  written  order  to  one  Ganett,  to  detain  *  and  to  [  *  354  ] 
bring  her  into  the  port  of  Barnstable,  and  there  secure  her 
in  the  best  manner  possible.  That  Granett  proceeded  to  Province- 
town  with  thirty  men,  and  removed  the  said  vessel  to  Barnstable, 
about  ten  leagues,  by  water ;  but  when  attempting  to  come  up  to  a 
wharf,  she  accidentally  ran  on  to  a  point  of  land,  which  projected 
into  the  water,  and  there  stuck  fast  That  she  could  not  be  got  off 
during  that  tide,  which  soon  left  her ;  and  the  weather  was  very  cold, 
and  the  harbor  was  firozen  up  for  a  long  time,  so  that  the  schooner 
could  not  be  removed.  That  the  defendant  gave  notice,  by  letter,  to 
the  secretary  of  the  treasury  of  the  United  States,  of  the  detention 
of  said  vessel,  stating,  at  the  same  time,  bis  reasons  for  beUeving  that 
"she  was  evidently  intended  for  a  foreign  pprt;"  which  detention 
was  approved  of,  and  confirmed  by  the  President  That,  as  soon  as 
the  weather  would  permit,  which  was  in  the  month  of  March  follow- 
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ing,  the  defendant  caused  the  said  schooner  to  be  brought  to  the  whaif^ 
and  unloaded,  and  secured  the  cargo.  That  about  60  or  70  quintals 
of  fish  were  damaged,  and  the  rest  in  good  order.  There  was,  also, 
evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  that  The  Friendship 
was  actually  bound  to  Boston,  and  the  extent  of  the  injury  which  his 
property  had  sustained. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  several  matters  and  things 
so  given  in  evidence  by  the  defendant,  "  did  not,  in  law,  maintain 
the  issue  aforesaid  on  his  part ;  and  also  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
collector,  as  collector,  to  have  used  reasonable  care  in  ascertaining 
the  facts  on  which  to  form  an  opinion,  and  to  transmit  to  the  Presi- 
dent a  statement  of  those  facts  for  his  decision."  On  an  exception 
to  the  charge,  the  cause  now  comes  before  us,  it  having  been  re- 
moved into  this  court  under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act ;  ^ 
and  whether  it  were  correct  or  not,  is  the  question  which  is  now 
to  be  decided. 

This  seizure  was  made  imder  the  11th  section  of  the  act  of  the 
25th  of  April,  1808,  which  provides  "  that  the  collectors  of  the  cus- 
toms be  and  they  are  hereby  respectively  authorized  to  detain  any 
vessel  ostensibly  bound,  with  a  cargo,  to  some  other  port  of 
[  •355  ]  the  United  States,  whenever,  in  their  opinion,  the  •inten- 
tion is  to  violate  or  evade  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  acts 
laying  an  embargo,  until  the  decision  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  be  had  thereupon." 

The  issue  tendered  by  the  defendant,  and  on  which  the  parties 
.went  to  trial,  was,  whether  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  detained, 
because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  defendant,  she  intended,  although 
ostensibly  bound  to  a  port  in  the  United  States,  to  violate  or  evade 
the  provisions  of  the  embsurgo  laws;  and  whether  the  vessel  was 
removed  to  Bsurnstable  that  she  might  be  securely  kept  until  the 
decision  of  the  President  was  known. 

If  there  were  any  evidence  to  prove  this  issue,  it  should  have  been 
left  to  the  jury  to  draw  their  own  conclusions.  If  the  defendant  had 
taken  upon  himself  to  say  that  the  vessel  did  intend  to  violate  the 
embargo  laws,  and  that  such  removal  was  absolutely  necessary  for 
her  secure  detention,  such  charge  would  have  been  less  exception- 
able ;  but  that  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  collector  that  such  violation 
was  in  contemplation,  and  that  such  removal  was  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  vessel,  which  were  the  facts  in  issue,  might  very  well 
have  been  inferred  by  the  jury  from  the  evidence  before  them.  Indeed, 
it  would  have  been  difficult  for  them  to  have  come  to  a  different 

1 1  Stats,  at  Large,  85. 
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condosion ;  for  the  collector,  from  the  information  which  he  received, 
conld  scarcely  fail  to  form  the  opinion  he  did ;  and  there  was  no 
evidence,  whatever,  to  induce  them  to  believe  that  she  could  have 
been  removed  to  Barnstable,  considering  the  care  which  was  taken 
of  her  during  her  removal  and  after  her  arrival  there,  for  any  other 
purpose  but  for  that  alleged  in  the  plea.  In  this  particular,  then, 
it  is  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court,  that  the  charge  was 
eiToneous. 

The  charge  is  deemed  incorrect  in  another  respect  The  jury  are 
told  that  it  was  the  collector's  duty  to  have  used  reasonable  care  in 
ascertaining  the  facts  on  which  to  form  an  opinion. 

This  instruction  implies  that  the  collector  is  liable  if  he  form  an 
incorrect  opinion,  or  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  it  shall  have  been 
made  xmadvisedly,  or  without  reasonable  care  and  diligence. 
But  the  law  exposes  *his  conduct  to  no  such  scrutiny.  If  it  [  *  356  ] 
did,  no  public  officer  would  be  hardy  enough  to  act  under 
it.  If  the  jury  believed  that  he  honestly  entertained  the  opinion 
under  which  he  acted,  although  they  might  think  it  incorrect  and 
formed  hastily  or  without  sufficient  grounds,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
their  protection.  Such  was  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Crowell  and  Hawes  v.  SFFaddon,  8  C.  94,  decided  at  the  last  term. 
This  does  not  preclude  proof,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  showing 
malice  or  other  circumstances  which  may  impeach  the  integrity  of 
the  transaction.  The  jury,  then,  were  misled  when  their  attention 
was  drawn  from  the  fact  whether  the  defendant  really  entertained 
such  opinion,  and  were  directed  to  inquire  into  the  reasonable  care 
with  which  it  was  formed,  which  left  them  at  liberty  to  find  a  verdict 
against  the  defendant,  however  honestly  and  fairly  he  may  have 
acted. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  'judgment  of  the  supreme 
judicial  comrt  of  Massachusetts  must,  for  the  reasons  assigned,  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  be  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  delivered  his 
separate  opinion,  as  follows :  — 

As  this  court  can  notice  no  other  error  than  such  as  may  be  found- 
ed on  a  misconstruction  of  the  act  of  congress,  under  which  the 
defendant  justified  the  taking  and  carrying  away  charged  in  the 
declaration,  the  charge  of  the  judge  can  be  considered  so  far  only  as 
it  respects  that  act. 

The  section  to  which  the  plea  refers  is  in  these  words :  '^  Be  it 
enacted,"  &o. 

In  construing  this  law,  it  has  already  been  decided  in  this  court 

32* 
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that  the  collector  is  not  liable  for  the  detention  of  a  vessel  ^  ostensibly 
bound,  with  a  cargo,  to  some  other  port  of  the  United  States  when- 
ever, in  his  opinion,  the  intention  is  to  violate  or  evade  any  of  the 
provisions  of  the  acts  laying  an  embargo,  until  the  decision  df  the 
President  of  the  United  States  be  had  thereon."  For  the  correctness 
of  this  opinion  he  is  not  responsible.  If,  in  truth,  he  has 
[  *  357  ]  formed  it,  his  duty  *  obliges  him  to  act  upon  it;  and  when 
the  law  affords  him  no  other  guide  than  his  own  judgment, 
and  declares  that  judgment  to  be  conclusive  in  the  case,  it  must  con- 
stitute his  protection,  although  it  be  erroneous.  The  legislature  did 
not  intend  to  expose  the  collector  to  the  hazard  of  being  obliged  to 
show  that  he  had  probable  cause  for  the  opinion  he  had  formed*  If^ 
in  reality,  he  had  formed  it,  the  law  justifies  him  for  acting  upon  it 
If  it  can  be  proved,  either  firom  the  gross  oppression  of  the  case,  or 
from  other  proper  testimony,  that  the  collector  did  not  in  fact  enter- 
tain the  opinion  under  which  he  professed  to  act,  some  doubt  may 
be  entertained  of  his  being  justified  by  the  law ;  but  if  the  opinion 
avowed  was  real,  though  mistaken,  a  detention  under  that  opinion  is 
lawful 

But  the  act  of  congress  authorizes  only  a  detention  of  tiie  vessel, 
not  its  removal  The  collector  did  remove  the  vessel  firom  one  harbor 
into  another,  a  distance  of  about  thirty  mUes  by  water,  and  in  this 
removal  the  injury  was  sustained.  As  an  independent  act  this  pro- 
ceeding is  not  justified  by  the  law.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  collector 
to  detain  the  vessel ;  and  all  acts  which  were  necessary,  as  means  to 
the  end,  were  lawful ;  but  unless  this  removal  was  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  detention,  it  is  not  protected  by  the  law. 

The  charge  of  the  judge  will  now  be  examined. 

He  instructed  the  jury,  '^  that  the  several  matters  and  things  so 
given  in  evidence  by  the  said  William  Otis,  did  not,  in  law,  maintain 
the  issue  on  his  part." 

If  this  instruction  could  be  understood  as  conveying  to  the  jury  an 
opinion  that  Otis  had  not  justified  the  detention  of  the  vessel,  the 
court  would  feel  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  it  erroneous.  But  it 
was  necessary  for  Otis  to  justify  the  removal  as  well  as  the  deten- 
tion, and  he  could  only  justify  the  removal  by  showing  that  it  was 
necessary  to  a  secure  detention.  Had  he  offered  any  testimony 
whatever  to  this  point,  it  might  have  been  incumbent  on  the  judge 
to  submit  that  testimony  to  the  jury.  Bat  he  has  offered  no  testi- 
mony whatever  to  it.  This  court,  therefore,  cannot  say  that  the  judge 
of  the  state  court  has  erred  in  saying  that  the  matters  and 
[  •  358  ]  things  •given  in  evidence  by  the  said  WiUiam  Otis  did  not, 
in  law,  support  his  plea.  Certainly  they  did  not  make  out  a 
justification  under  the  act  of  congress. 
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The  judge  further  instructed  the  jury  "  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
collector,  as  collector,  to  have  used  reasonable  care  in  ascertaining 
the  facts  on  which  to  form  an  opinion,  and  to  transmit  to  the 
President  a  statement  of  those  facts  for  his  decision." 

The  act  authorizes  the  collector  to  detain  a  vessel  on  his  own  mere 
suspicion,  <^  until  the  decision  of  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
be  had  thereupon." 

On  what  is  the  dedsion  of  the  President  to  be  had  ?  Clearly,  on 
the  farther  detention  of  the  vessel,  and  on  the  future  proceedings 
of  the  collector  respecting  her.  Whenever  the  President  acts,  he  is 
expected  to  act  upon  information  ;  and  from  whom,  in  this  instance, 
is  his  information  to  be  derived  ?  Unquestionably,  from  the  collector. 
The  law  does  not,  indeed,  say  in  terms  that  the  collector  ^^  shall  take 
reasonable  care  in  ascertaining  the  facts,"  or  that  he  shall  afterwards 
communicate  those  facts  correctly  to  the  President ;  and  if  this  be 
not  a  fair  and  necessary  construction  of  the  act,  the  judge  has  mis- 
construed  the  law,  and  his  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed.  But  it 
seems  to  be  an  inference  which  must  be  drawn  from  the  words  of  the 
law.  It  follows  necessarily  from  the  duties  of  forming  an  opinion 
and  of  communicating  that  opinion  to  the  President  for  his  decision 
in  the  case,  that  reasonable  care  ought  to  be  used  in  collecting  the 
facts  to  be  stated  to  the  President,  and  that  the  statement  ought  to 
be  made. 

I  cannot  say  that  the  court  of  Massachusetts  has  erred  in  its  con- 
struction of  the  act  of  congress  under  which  the  defendant  justifies 
the  trespass  alleged  in  the  declaration. 


•  The  Brig  Alerta,  and  Cargo,  Brosquet,  Claimant,  v.  Blas  [  *  359  ] 

Moran,  Libellant. 

9  C.  359. 

If  a  captnre  be  made  by  a  priyatoer,  which  had  been  illegally  equipped  in  a  neutral  country,^^  ^' 
the  prize  courts  of  such  neutral  country  have  power,  and  it  is  dieir  duty,  to  restore  the 
captured  property,  if  brought  within  their  jurisdiction,  to  its  owner. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Woodward^  for  the  appellant. 

Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
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This  is  the  case  of  a  libel  filed  in  the  district  court  of  New  Orleans, 
by  Bias  Moran,  a  subject  of  the  king  of  Spain,  and  a  native  and 
resident  of  the  island  of  Cuba,  setting  forth  that  he  is  the  owner  of 
the  brig  Alerta  and  cargo,  consisting  of  170  slaves,  which,  on  a 
voyage  firom  the  coast  of  Africa  to  the  Havanna,  was,  sometime  in 
the  month  of  June,  1810,  when  within  a  few  leagues  of  Havana, 
captured  on  the  high  seas  by  The  L'Epine,  bearing  French  colors ; 
that  a  prize-master  was  put  on  board  The  Alerta,  and  17  of  the 
slaves  taken  out,  after  which  the  prize  was  ordered  to  steer  for  the 
Balize,  and  was  finally  brought  to -the  port  of  New  Orleans,  witii  the 
remainder  of  her  cargo,  consisting  of  153  slaves.  The  libel  alleges 
that  The  L'Epine  was  not  duly  commissioned  to  capture  the  prop- 
erty of  Spanish  subjects,  or,  if  so  commissioned,  that  she  was  armed 
and  equipped  for  war  in  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  and  manned  by 
sundry  American  citizens  and  inhabitants  of  the  territory  of  New 
Orleans,  contrary  to  the  law  of  nations.  The  prayer  of  the  Kbel  is 
for  restitution  and  damages. 

The  claim  of  the  prize-master  admits  the  capture  of  The  Alerta 
as  lawful  prize  of  war ;  and  asserts  that  The  L'Epine,  at  the  time  of 
the  capture,  was  and  still  is  legally  authorized  to  capture  all  vessels 
and  their  caj^oes  belonging  to  the  subjects  of  Spain,  as  enemies  of 
France.  He  further  states  that,  after  the  capture,  he  was  compelled 
to  enter  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  by  stress  of  weather, 
[  •  360  ]  •wtint  of  provisions,  and  the  inability  of  The  Alerta  to 
keep  the  sea,  and  prays  to  be  dismissed. 

The  evidence  in  the  cause  establishes  the  following  facts:  That 
sometime  in  April,  1810,  this  privateer,  commanded  by  Captain 
Batigne,  and  bearing  a  commission  firom  the  French  government,  to 
make  prizes  on  the  high  seas,  entered  the  port  of  New  Orleans.  The 
captain  had  with  him  a  letter  of  instructions  firom  his  owner,  direct- 
ing him  to  deposit  what  money  he  might  take  as  prize  in  the  Bank 
of  New  Orleans ;  to  put  into  one  of  the  ports  as  being  in  distress, 
and,  in  case  he  should  hear  of  the  capture  of  Guadaloupe,  he  was  to 
renew  his  crew  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  his  prizes  to  France. 
Sometime  in  the  course  of  the  succeeding  month,  Batigne  presented 
two  petitions  to  the  collector  of  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  stating 
that  The  L'Epine  had  been  compelled,  by  stress  of  weather,  to  put 
into  that  port,  and  that  he  had  necessarily  incurred  expenses  for 
refitting  and  victualling  the  privateer,  and  for  defending  himself 
against  a  criminal  prosecution  for  piracy,  to  an  amount  exceeding 
$6,000,  and  praying  for  permission  to  enter  and  sell  such  part  of  his 
cargo,  as  would  enable  him  to  discharge  that  sum.  He  also  applied 
to  the  collector,  about  the  same  time,  for  permission  to  purchase  pro- 
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visions  for  his  crew,  amounting  to  thirty  persons,  on  his  intended 
voyage  to  France,  and  intimated  that  he  should  take  with  him 
about  ten  passengers,  if  permitted  to  do  so;  but  this  permission 
being  refused,  he  professed  to  relinquish  his  intention  of  taking 
passengers  on  board. 

Having  obtained  permission  to  purchase  provisions,  and  to  dispose 
of  a  part  of  his  c€urgo,  it  appears  that  he  paid  off  his  crew,  and  sailed 
firom  New  Orleans  soon  afterwards  with  a  crew  of  from  fifty  to  sixty 
men,  composed  partly  of  persons  obtained  at  New  Orleans,  and 
partly  of  those  who  had  entered  that  port  with  him.  With  this  force 
on  board  he  went  to  sea,  and  soon  afterwards  fell  in  with  The  Alerta, 
bound  from  Africa  to  the  Havanna,  which,  together  with  her  cargo, 
consisting  of  170  slaves,  he  captured  as  prize  of  war,  put  a  prize- 
master  on  board,  and  ordered  her  to  steer  towards  the  Balize.  On 
her  passage.  The  Alerta  suffered  very  considerably  in  a  gale ;  and 
her  crew,  together  with  the  slaves  on  board,  were  much 
distressed  for  want  of  provisions,  when  she  was,  *at  the  [  *  361  ] 
request  of  Captain  Batigne,  visited  and  relieved  by  Captain 
Allen,  and  conducted  safely  to  New  Orleans,  where  he  libelled  the 
vessel  and  cargo  for  salvage. 

The  court  below,  upon  the  libel  of  the  Spanish  owner,  decreed 
restitution  to  the  Ubellant  of  the  ship  and  the  153  slaves  left  on  board 
of  her  by  the  privateer,  subject  to  all  expenses  for  the  support  of  the 
negroes,  and  such  salvage  as  should  be  decreed  by  the  court,  together 
with  costs  of  suit,  and  such  damages  as  the  court  should  thereafter 
decree. 

*  The  only  question  for  the  consideration  of  this  court  is,  [  *  364  ] 
whether  the  court  below  had  jurisdiction  of  this  cause  for 
the  purpose  of  restoring  the  property  to  the  libellant  ?   The  jurisdic^ 
tion  is  asserted  upon  two  grounds. 

1.  That  the  force  of  the  privateer,  by  means  whereof  this  capture 
was  made,  had  been  increased  at  New  Orleans,  contrary  to  the  laws, 
and  in  violation  of  the  neutrality  of  the  United  States. 

2.  That  the  commission  of  this  privateer  had  expired  before  the 
capture  was  made* 

As  this  court  is  satisfied  with  the  sentence  of  the  court  below  upon 
the  first  ground  of  jurisdiction,  the  opinion  will  be  confined  to  that 
point.  The  general  rule  is  undeniable,  that  the  trial  of  captures 
made  on  the  high  seas,  jure  belliy  by  a  duly  commissioned  vessel  of 
war,  whether  from  an  enemy  or  a  neutral,  belongs  exclusively  to  the 
courts  of  that  nation  to  which  the  captor  belongs.  To  this  rule  there 
are  exceptions,  which  are  as  firmly  established  as  the  rule  itself.  If 
the  capture  be  made  within  the  territorial  limits  of  a  neutral  country 
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into  which  the  prize  is  brought,  or  by  a  privateer  which  had  been 
illegally  equipped  in  such  neutral  oonntry,  the  prize  courts  of  such 
neutral  count^  not  only  possess  the  power,  but  it  is  their  duty  to 
restore  the  property,  so  illegally  captured,  to  the  owner.     This  is 

necessary  to  the  vindication  of  their  own  neutrality. 
[  *365  ]  *  A  neutral  nation  may,  if  so  disposed,  without  a  breach 
of  her  neutral  character,  grant  permission  to  both  belligerents 
to  equip  their  vessels  of  war  within  her  territory.  But  without  such 
permission  the  subjects  of  such  belligerent  powers  have  no  right  to 
equip  vessels  of  war,  or  to  increase  or  augment  their  force,  either 
with  arms  or  with  men,  within  the  territory  of  such  neutral  nation. 
Such  unauthorized  acts  violate  her  sovereignty  and  her  rights  as  a 
neutral.  All  captures  made  by  means  of  such  equipments  are  illegal 
in  relation  to  such  nation,  and  it  is  competent  to  her  courts  to  punish 
the  offenders,  and,  in  case  the  prizes  taken  by  her  are  brought  htfra 
prtBsidia^  to  order  them  to  be  restored. 

These  principles  are  believed  to  be  fully  warranted  by  the  general 
law  of  nations,  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  this  country,  and  by 
the  laws  of  the  United  States.  By  the  act  of  June,  1794,^  the  enlist- 
ing, within  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  persons  to  serve  as 
soldiers  and  marines  on  board  of  any  vessel  of  war  or  privateer  in  the 
service  of  any  foreign  state,  with  the  exception  of  the  subjects  of 
such  foreign  state  transientiy  within  the  United  States ;  the  fitting 
out  and  arming  any  vessel  in  the  service  of  a  foreign  prince,  or  state 
at  war  with  any  other  nation  which  is  at  peace  with  the  United 
States ;  and  the  increasing  or  augmenting  the  force  of  any  armed 
vessel  of  war  in  such  foreign  service,  by  adding  to  the  number  of  her 
guns,  and  the  like,  are  declared  to  be  offences  against  the  United 
States,  and  are  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment;  and  the  7th 
section  of  the  law  provides  for  the  detention  of  all  such  vessels  as 
have  been  so  fitted  out,  or  as  have  so  increased  or  augmented  their 
force,  together  with  such  prizes  as  they  may  have  made,  in  order  to 
the  execution  of  the  prohibitions  and  penalties  prescribed  by  that  act, 
and  to  the  restoring  of  such  prizes  in  cases  where  restoration  shall 
have  been  adjudged. 

Thus,  if  there  were  any  doubt  as  to  the  rule  of  the  law  of  nations 
upon  this  subject,  the  illegality  of  equipping  a  foreign  vessel  of  war 
within  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  is  declared  by  the  above 
law;  and  the  power  and  duty  of  the  proper  courts  of  the  United 
States,  to  restore  the  prizes  made  in  violation  of  that  law,  is  clearly 
recognized 

1  1  Stats,  at  Large,  381. 
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*  But  it  is  insisted  for  the  claimant  in  this  case,  that  the  [  *  366  ] 
persons  taken  on  board  at  New  Orleans^  by  the  captain  of 
the  privateer,  formed  no  part  of  the  crew  at  the  time  the  privateer 
left  that  port,  but  that  they  were  received  merely  as  passengers ;  that 
they  were  emigrants  from  other  nations,  and  not  citizens  of  the 
United  States ;  and  that  their  subsequent  change  of  character  from 
passengers  to  crew,  cannot  attach  any  mme  to  the  captain  of  the 
privateer,  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  affect  his  right  to 
the  prizes  which  he  might  afterwards  make  on  the  high  seas. 

This  argument  is  unsupported  by  the  facts  proved  in  the  cause.  It 
appears  that  Captain  Batigne  proposed,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the 
collector  of  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  to  take  on  board  ten  passengers 
for  France,  provided  he  should  be  permitted  to  do  so,  and  that  he 
afterwards  stated  to  the  collector  that,  as  there  was  some  difficulty  in 
obtaining  such  permission,  he  should  decline  taking  them.  But  what 
places  this  subject  beyond  all  doubt  is,  that  it  appears  from  some  of 
the  ship's  papers  of  the  privateer,  that  advances  were  made  to  these 
alleged  passengers,  with  a  deduction  of  3  per  cent  for  the  marine 
invalids,  agreeably  to  the  ordinances  of  France,  and  the  role  (P  eqid* 
page  contains  the  number  of  prize  shares  opposite  to  their  names. 
These  facts,  being  unexplained  by  any  testimony  in  the  cause  which 
deserves  to  be  respected,  leave  no  doubt  that  liie  persons  taken  on 
board  at  New  Orleans  were  engaged  originally  as  an  addition  to  the 
crew  of  the  privateer.  Some  of  tiie  persons  so  enlisted  are  proved  to 
be  native  citizens ;  others  were  residents,  domiciled  in  New  Orleans, 
some  with  and  others  without  families ;  and  others  again  were  slaves 
belonging  to  the  citizens  of  that  place,  who  appear  to  have  been 
seduced  from  the  service  of  their  masters.  It  is  quite  immaterial 
whether  the  persons  so  enlisted  were  native  American  citizens  or 
foreigners  domiciled  within  the  United  States ;  since  neither  the  law 
of  nations  nor  the  act  of  congress  recognizes  any  distinction,  except 
in  respect  to  subjects  of  the  State  in  whose  service  they  are  so 
enlisted,  transientiy,  within  the  United  States ;  and  it  may  well  be 
doubted  whether  this  exception,  in  the  act  of  congress,  was  not 
virtually  repealed  by  the  non-intercourse  law.*  But  it 
appears  that  some  of  these  persons  *  were  emigrants  from  [  *367  ] 
Cuba,  and  were,  at  that  time,  residing  and  domiciled  in 
New  Orleans. 

It  is  next  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  claimant,  that,  in  case  the 
court  should  affirm  the  decree  directing  restitution,  it  ought  to  be 
done  upon  the  condition  of  the  fibellant  paying  salvage,  not  to  the 

1  2  Stats,  at  Lai^,  528. 
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captain  of  the  gunboat  who  furnished  The  Alerta  with  provisions 
and  conducted  her  to  New  Orleans,  but  to  the  privateer. 

This  claim  is  entirely  inadndssible.  Salvage  is  allowed  as  a 
reward  for  the  meritorious  conduct  of  the  salvor,  and  in  consideratioa 
of  a  benefit  conferred  on  the  person  whose  property  he  has  saved 
What  are  the  pretensions  of  Captain  Batigne  to  the  reward  he 
claims  ?  He  fits  out  his  vessel,  at  New  Orleans,  in  contravention  of 
the  law  of  nations  and  of  the  United  States ;  and  finding  on  the 
high  seas  a  vessel  and  cargo,  belonging  to  the  subject  of  a  nation  at 
peace  with  the  United  States,  within  a  short  distance  of  the 
Havanna,  her  port  of  destination,  he  employs  the  force  thus  illegally 
taken  on  board  to  make  prize  of  both  vessel  and  cargo,  and  taking 
her  out  of  her  course,  he  conducts  her  towards  the  Balize,  near  to 
which  she  is  found  by  Captain  Allen,  in  distress,  in  consequence  of  a 
severe  gale  to  which  she  had  been  exposed,  and  of  the  want  of  pro- 
visions. Her  wants  being  relieved  by  that  o£Eicer,  he  conducted  her 
in  safety  to  New  Orleans.  Nothing  could  be  more  remote  firom  the 
intentions  of  the  captain  of  the  privateer  than  to  render  a  service  to 
this  ship  and  her  cargo.  So  far  firom  it,  he  committed  an  unwa^ 
rantable  spoliation  of  the  cargo,  by  selling  fourteen  of  the  slaves,  part 
thereof  to  an  American  whom  he  met  at  sea ;  and  he  most  certainly 
intended  to  have  smuggled  the  residue  of  the  slaves  into  Grand 
Terre,  or  some  other  part  of  the  coast,  and  there  to  have  disposed  of 
them.  It  would  ill  become  any  court  of  justice,  and  much  less  an 
American  court,  to  bestow  a  reward  on  a  person  who  had  thus 
violated  the  laws  of  the  United  States  in  one  instance,  and  meditated 
a  violation  of  them  in  another,  and  it  would  be  still  worse  to  give 
such  reward  at  the  expense  of  the  injured  Spaniard 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  court  that  the  sentence 
appealed  firom  ought  to  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


[•368]  •The  Gbotius,  Sheafe,  Master. 

9  C.  868. 

In  order  to  constitute  ft  captnTe,  some  act  shoald  be  done  indicatiye  of  an  intention  to  seiie 
and  to  retain  as  prize;  it  is  sufficient  if  such  intention  is  fairly  to  be  inferred  finom  the 
conduct  of  tbe  captor. 

This  case  was  continued  firom  last  term,  for  further  proof,  (8  C. 
456,)  and  was  now  submitted,  upon  the  further  proof  produced,  with- 
out argument. 
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Washington,  X,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 
This  case  comes  before  the  court  upon  an  order  for  further  proof^ 
made  at  the  last  session,  in  relation  to  the  validity  of  the  alleged 
capture  of  this  vessel  The  master,  the  mate,  and  two  of  the  seamen 
of  The  Grotius,  in  answer  to  some  of  the  standing  interrogatoriesi 
swore  that  they  did  not  consider  the  ship  to  have  been  seized  as 
prize,  and  that  the  young  man  who  was  put  on  board  by  Odiome, 
the  captain  of  the  privateer,  was  received  and  considered  as  a  pas- 
senger during  the  residue  of  the  voyage.  The  deposition  of  Veryi 
the  alleged  prize-master,  was  taken  and  read  in  the  court  below,  in 
"which  he  swore  that  he  was  present  at  the  capture ;  that  Sheafe,  the 
master  of  The  Ghrotius,  was  ordered  to  go  on  board  the  privateer  with 
his  papers,  and  that  he,  Very,  was  directed  by  Captain  Odiorne,  in 
the  presence  of  Sheafe,  to  go  with  the  prize,  as  prize-master^  ^d  to 
permit  the  captain  of  The  Grotius  to  keep  possession,  of  the  ship's 
papers  and  to  navigate  her  into  port  That  he  accordingly  went  on 
board  as  prize-master,  taking  with  him  a  copy  of  the  privateer's  com- 
mission, and  also  vmtten  instructions  from  Captain  Odiorne  for  his 
own  conduct. 

The  deposition  of  Very,  though  irregularly  taken  in  that  stage  of 
the  cause,  was,  nevertheless,  calculated  to  weaken  the  preparatory 
evidence  in  relation  to  this  contested  fact,  and  to  point  out  the  pro- 
priety of  a  further  investigation.  The  evidence  of  this  witness  lost 
much  of  its  weight,  from  the  circumstance  that  his  letter  of  instruc- 
tions was  not  annexed  to  his  deposition,  or  made  an  exhibit  in  the 
cause.  It  was  proper  that  this  omission  should  be  supplied  by  the 
captors,  if  it  could  be  done,  and  that  they  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  fortify  the  *  evidence  of  Very,  if  in  their  [  *  369  ] 
power  to  do  so.  For  these  reasons,  the  order  for  further 
proof  was  extended,  as  well  to  the  captors  as  to  the  claimants. 
Under  this  order  the  captors  have  exhibited  an  attested  copy  of  the 
written  instructions  to  Very,  bearing  date  the  29th  of  July,  1813. 
They  inform  him  that  he  is  put  on  board  The  Grotius,  and  direct  him 
to  proceed  in  the  ship,  and,  on  his  arrival,  to  report  himself  to  the 
agent  of  the  privateer,  who  would  take  such  measures  as  he  might 
deem  necessary ;  that  he  is  not  to  take  charge  of  the  vessel,  but  is  to 
allow  the  captain  to  take  her  into  any  port  in  the  United  States  he 
might  see  fit  The  authenticity  of  tbis  paper  is  ascertained  by  the 
affidavit  of  the  prize-agent  of  the  privateer,  in  which  he  swears  that 
the  original  was  delivered  to  him  by  Very,  on  his  arrival,  as  contain- 
ing his  orders,  and  that  it  has  remained  ever  since  in  his  possession. 
The  deposition  of  Very  has  not  been  taken  under  the  order  for 
further  proof,  but  the  omission  is  accounted  for  by  the  prize-agent, 
VOL.  III.  33 
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who,  in  hifl  affidavit,  swears  that  Very  was  captured  on  a  subsequent 
voyage,  and  had  not  since  returned  to  the  United  States.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  court  feels  no  difficulty  in  receiving  his 
deposition  originally  taken  in  the  court  below.  In  addition  to  the 
letter  of  instructions  to  Very,  the  collector  of  the  port  of  Portsmouth 
has  furnished  an  extract  fix)m  the  journal  of  the  privateer,  kept  on 
that  cruise,  which  states  "that  on  the  30th  of  July,  1813,  The 
Grotius  was  boarded,  and  after  an  examination  of  her  papers,  a  prize- 
master  was  put  on  board  of  her,  and  she  was  ordered  to  the  &st 
port  in  the  United  States." 

This  documentary  evidence  is  further  supported  by  the  deposition 
of  Mr.  Wardwell,  the  surgeon  of  the  privateer,  who  swears  that  Cap- 
tain Odiome  informed  the  master  of  The  Grotius,  after  he  had  come 
on  board,  that  he  should  make  out  a  copy  of  his  commission,  and 
should  put  a  prize-master  on  board,  to  whom  he  should  give  orders  to 
suffer  Captain  Sheafe  to  conduct  his  ship  into  any  port  of  the  United 
States  he  should  think  fit ;  that  he  would  be  further  instracted  to 
report  to  the  custom-house,  on  his  arrival,  and  to  inform  the  agent  of 
the  privateer  of  his  arrival.     That  a  prize-master,  named  Very,  was 

accordingly  placed  on  board,  with  instructions  and  a  copy 
[  •  370  ]  of  the  commission.     This  witness  being  examined,  *  as 

touching  his  interest  in  this  cause,  swears  that  he  has  none, 
having,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the 
prize  to  the  owners  of  the  privateer.  The  only  evidence  given  by 
the  claimants,  under  tlje  order  for  further  proof,  is  the  deposition  of 
John  De  Forest,  and  the  affidavit  of  Captain  Sheafe,  which  corre^ 
spends  with  his  answers  to  the  standing  interrogatories;  and, in 
addition  thereto,  he  contradicts  the  material  parts  of  Waidweffs 
testimony.  De  Forest  was  a  passenger  on  board  of  The  Grotius, 
and  he  swears  that  Very  exercised  no  authority  whatsoever  on  board 
that  ship,  but  was  considered  and  treated  as  a  passenger. 

Upon  this  evidence  and  the  answers  to  the  standing  interrogatories, 
the  cause  is  now  to  be  decided ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether 
The  Grotius  was  in  fact  seized  as  prize  of  war.  When  the  facts 
are  ascertained,  there  can  be  very  little  doubt  what  constitutes,  in  law, 
a  valid  seizure  as  prize.  It  is  clear  that  some  act  should  be  done 
indicative  of  an  intention  to  seize  and  to  retain  as  prize ;  and  it  is 
always  sufficient  if  such  intention  is  fairly  to  be  inferred  from  the 
conduct  of  the  captor.  Now,  in  this  case,  the  evidence  of  Very  and 
Wardwell,  proving  that  Captain  Sheafe  was  distinctly  informed  that 
his  ship  would  be  sent  in  as  prize,  is  corroborated  by  the  written 
instructions  to  the  former,  which  he  delivered,  on  his  arrival,  to  the 
prize-agent,  and  by  the  journal  of  the  privateer,  both  of  which  doou- 
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ments  correspond  with  the  evidence  of  those  witnesses.  The  former 
of  these  documents,  written  at  the  time  when  Very  was  appointed 
the  prize-master,  as  he  states,  imports  a  clear  declaration  of  the 
intention  of  Captain  Odiorne,  and  having  been  deposited  with  the 
prize-agent,  immediately  on  the  arrival  of  The  Grotius,  it  cannot  be 
presumed  to  have  been  fabricated  to  serve  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 
now  used. 

Although  the  instructions  do  not  call  Very  prize-master  by  name, 
yet  they  contain  other  equivalent  expressions ;  for  if  he  was  put  on 
board  merely  as  a  passenger,  what  had  he  to  do  with  reporting  the 
vessel,  on  her  arrival,  to  the  collector,  and  particularly  to  the  prize- 
agent  ? 

*  The  evidence,  then,  on  the  part  of  the  captor,  would  be  [  *  371  ] 
quite  sufficient  to  establish  the  fact  of  a  valid  capture,  if  it 
stood  uncontradicted.  The  only  positive  evidence  against  it  is  the 
deposition  of  Sheafe,  which  is  in  direct  opposition  to  that  of  Ward- 
well  and  Very.  He  swears  that  Odiome  represented  himself,  in  the 
first  instance,  as  the  commander  of  a  British  privateer,  and,  as  such, 
threatened  to  put  a  prize-master  on  board,  and  send  him  into  Halifax. 
That  he  afterwards  avowed  his  real  character,  after  which  he  never 
spoke  of  putting  a  prize-master  on  board,  but  merely  requested  him 
to  receive  Very  as  a  passenger.  He  says  that  the  jBrst  conversation, 
when  Odiome  spoke  of  putting  a  prize-master  on  board,  took  place 
in  the  cabin,  when  Wardwell  was  present;  that  the  latter  conversa- 
tion was  on  deck,  when  he  was  not  present. 

Wardwell  is  equally  positive.  He  swears  that  after  Captain 
Odiome  had  disclosed  his  real  character,  he  told  Sheafe  that  he 
should  put  a  prize-master  on  board,  and  send  him  into  any  port  in 
the  United  States  he  might  choose,  adding  that  he  might  as  well 
be  prize  to  the  privateer  as  be  seized  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States  on  his  arrival ;  to  which  Captain  Sheafe  assented. 
He  further  swears  that  Captain  Odiome  informed  the  captain  oif 
The  Grotius,  that  he  should  direct  the  prize-master  to  report  himself 
to  the  custom-house,  and  to  the  prize-agent  In  point  of  credit  these 
witnesses  appear  to  be  equal,  neither  of  them  having  any  personal 
interest  in  the  dispute.  But  Wardwell  is  fully  supported  by  Very, 
and  their  united  testimony  receives  considerable  aid  from  the  instruc- 
tions, and  from  the  journal  of  the  privateer.  They  are  also  sup- 
ported, in  some  degree,  by  the  answer  of  Chambers,  one  of  the 
crew  of  The  Ghrotius,  to  one  of  the  standing  interrogatories,  in 
which  he  states  that  Very,  the  day  after  his  coming  on  board  of 
that  ship,  declared  that  he  was  put  on  board  as  prize-master. 

The  evidence  of  the  mate,  of  De  Forest,  and  of  Prince,  is  entitled 
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to  very  little  weight,  because  the  two  former  did  not  go  on  board  of 
the  privateer,  and  the  latter,  although  he  did  accompany  Captain 
Sheafe  to  the  privateer,  does  not  pretend  that  he  hearii  any  conver- 
sation  between  him  and  Captain  Odiome ;  and,  being  a  common 
seaman,  it  is  unlikely  that  he  should  have  been  admitted 
[  *  372  ]  into  their  company.  The  evidence  of  these  persons,  as  *  to 
the  unassuming  conduct  of  Very  whilst  on  board  The 
Grotius,  from  which  they  inferred  that  he  was  there  merely  as  a  pas- 
senger, is  entirely  consistent  with  the  arrangement  proved  to  have 
been  made  on  board  of  the  privateer,  that  he  was  not  to  interfere  in 
the  navigation  of  the  vessel. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  courty 
that  the  validity  of  the  capture  of  The  Grotius,  as  prize  of  war,  is 
sufficiently  established  by  the  evidence,  and  the  captain  having 
acquiesced  in  the  subsequent  arrangement  as  to  the  mode  of  sending 
in  the  vessel,  she  ought  to  have  been  condemned  to  the  use  of  the 
captors. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  condemning  the  ship  Grotius,  Scc^ 
to  the  United  Stated,  is  reversed;  and  the  court,  proceeding  to  give 
such  decree  as  the  said  circuit  court  ought  to  have  given,  it  is 
further  decreed  and  ordered  that  the  said  ship  be  condemned  as 
lawful  prize  to  the  captors. 


Gettinos  v.  Burgh's  Administratrix. 

9  C.  372. 

.  It  is  error,  in  the  orphan's  conrt  for  the  county  of  Washington,  in  the  District  of  Coloinbiay 
to  decide  a  cause  against  the  answer  of  a  defendant,  if  the  answer  had  not  been  denied  by 
a  replication,  and  there  be  no  evidence  in  the  record  contradicting  that  answer. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  which 
affirmed  a  decree  of  the  orphan's  court  for  the  county  of  Washington, 
made  on  a  bill  filed  by  the  appellee.  The  record  showed  an  answer, 
but  no  replication  or  evidence. 

JoneSj  for  the  appellant 
F.  S.  Kepf  for  the  appellee. 

[  •  373  ]      •  Marshall,  C.  J.,  ordered  the  following  decree  to  be 
enrolled :  — 
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This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  on  the  transcript  of'  the  record  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  orphan's  court  for  the  county  of  Washington, 
and  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  said  county,  and  was  argued  by  counsel* 
On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  court  that  the 
decree  of  the  orphan's  court  for  the  county  of  Washington,  ordering 
the  said  Eenzy  Grettings  to  deliver  to  the  said  Jane  Burch,  as 
administratrix  of  Jesse  Burch,  deceased,  the  slaves  in  the 
said  decree  mentioned,  *  when  the  petitioner  had  not  by  [  *  374  ] 
replication  denied  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  in  which 
he  states  a  sale  of  the  said  slaves,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  said 
orphan's  court,  and  without  receiving  any  evidence  that  the  said 
slaves  were  not  sold,  or  that  they  remain  still  in  possession  of  the  said 
defendant,  is  erroneous;  and  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court, 
affirming  the  same,  is  also  erroneous;  and  that  the  said  decree 
of  affirmance  ought  to  be  reversed  and  annulled,  and  the  cause 
remanded  to  the  said  circuit  court,  with  directions  to  reverse  the  said 
decree  of  the  said  orphan's  court,  and  to  remand  the  cause,  to  the 
said  court,  that  further  proceedings  may  be  had  therein  according  to 
law.    All  which  is  ordered  and  decreed  accordingly. 


The  United   States  v.  Bryan  and  Woodcock,  Garnishees  of 

Hendrickson. 

9  C.  S74. 

TbB  fifth  flection  of  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1797,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  515,)  giTing  a 
priority  of  payment  to  the  United  States,  out  of  the  effects  of  their  debtors,  did  not  apply 
to  a  debt  due  before  the  passing  of  that  act,  although  the  balance  was  not  adjusted  at  the 
treasury  until  after  the  act  was  passed. 

Errob  to  the  drcnit  court  for  the  district  of  Delaware. 

This  was  an  attachment  of  the  eiSects  of  Hendrickson,  a  bankrupt, 
in  the  hands  of  his  assignees,  Bryan  and  Woodcock. 

In  the  court  below,  it  was  agreed  that  the  case  should  depend 
on  the  question :  "  Whether,  under  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of 
congress  of  March  the  3d,  1797,  the  United  States  are 
entitled  to  satisfaction  of  their  demand,  *  out  of  the  effects  [  *  375  ] 
of  the  bankrupt  Hendrickson,  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishees, 
as  assignees  of  the  bankrupt,  prior  to  the  claims,  or  any  part  of 
them,  of  other  creditors  of  the  said  bankrupt,  being  satisfied  ?  " 

33* 
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The  judgment  in  the  court  below  was  against  the  United  States, 
and  they  brought  their  writ  of  error. 

Rush^  attorney-general,  for  the  United  Stated. 

WeUs^  contra. 

[  *  386  ]  •  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as 
follows :  — 

The  United  States  claim  a  priority  in  payment,  out  of  the  estate 
of  Hendrickson,  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants.  Hendrickflon,  it 
appears,  was  one  of  the  sureties  of  George  Bush,  late  collector  at 
Wibnington,  who  died  on  the  2d  of  February,  1797,  in  debt 
[  •  387  ]  to  the  United  States,  *  as  appears  by  a  subsequent  adjust- 
ment of  his  accounts  at  the  treasury,  in  the  sum  of  $3,453.6. 
By  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1797,  under  which 
this  priority  is  claimed,  it  is  declared  that  where  any  revenue  officer, 
or  other  person,  hereafter  becoming  indebted  to  the  United  States,  by 
bond  or  otherwise,  shall  become  insolvent,  &c,  the  debt  due  to  the 
United  States  shall  be  first  satisfied. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that  Hen<bickson  was  indebted  to  the 
United  States  before  this  act  passed,  that  is,  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  collector,  although  the  accounts  of  the  latter  were  not  settted 
until  after  its  passage ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  law  which  secmes  a 
priority  against  the  estates  of  persons  who  shall  thereafter  become 
indebted,  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  The  judgment  of  the  dicuit 
court  is  afiSbrmed. 


The  Brig  Concord,  Taylor,  Master. 

9  C.  887. 

If  captured  goods,  claimed  by  a  neatral  owner,  be  by  consent  sold  under  an  order  of  ^ 
court,  and  afterwards,  by  the  final  sentence  of  the  court,  the  proceeds  are  ordered  to  be 
restored  to  such  owner;  the  amount  of  the  duties  due  to  the  United  States  upon  the  im- 


o£.-/^/ 

Ox,  '  ^  ^  portation  of  the  goods  must  be  paid. 


This  was  an  appeal  from  the  sentence  of  the  circuit  court,  affinn* 
ing  that  of  the  district  court,  which  restored  to  the  claimants,  neutral 
Spanish  merchants  at  TenerifFe,  twenty  pipes  of  wine,  part  of  the 
cargo  of  the  British  brig  Concord,  captured  by  the  American  privateer 
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MarengOy  in  August,  1812,  without  payment  of  duties;  although  the 
same  hsid  been,  by  consent  of  the  proctors  for  the  parties,  sold  under 
an  order  of  the  court 

The  cause  being  submitted  without  argument,  — 

Stoby,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 

This  is  the  case  of  a  shipment  made  by  a  neutral  house  on  board 
of  a  British  ship  which  was  captured,  on  a  voyage  from  Tenerifie  to 
London,  by  the  private  armed  ship  Marengo,  and  brought 
into  the  port  of  New  *  York  for  adjudication.  Pending  the  [  *  388  ] 
prize  proceedings,  the  goods  were  sold  by  an  interlocutory 
order  of  the  district  court,  and  the  proceeds  brought  into  the  registry. 
Upon  the  hearing,  the  property  was  decreed  .to  be  restored  to  the 
claimants  without  payment  of  duties;  and  this  decree  was  afterwards 
affirmed  in  the  circuit  court  The  cause  has  been  brought,  by  appeal, 
&>  this  court,  for  a  final  decision. 

We  axe  all  of  opinion  that  the  proprietary  interest  of  the  claimants 
is  completely  proved ;  and,  therefore,  the  decree  of  restoration  must  be 
affirmed* 

With  respect  to  the  duties,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  decree 
of  the  courts  below  was  erroneous.  Where  goods  are  brought  by 
superior  force,  or  by  inevitable  necessity,  into  the  United  States,  ihey 
are  not  deemed  to  be  so  imported,  in  the  sense  of  the  law,  as  neces** 
sarily  to  attach  the  right  to  duties.  K,  however,  such  goods  are 
afterwards  sold  or  consumed  in  the  country,  or  incorporated  into  the 
general  mass  of  its  property,  they  become  retroactively  liable  to  the 
payment  of  duties.  In  the  present  case,  if  the  goods  had  been  speci- 
fically restored,  and  afterwards  withdrawn  from  the  United  States  by 
the  claimants,  they  would  have  been  exempt  from  duties.  But  having 
been  sold,  by  order  of  the  court,  for  the  general  benefit,  the  duties 
indissolubly  attached,  and  ought  to  have  been  deducted  from  the 
proceeds,  by  the  courts  below.  The  decree,  in  this  respect,  must  be 
reversed. 

1  W.  171. 
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The  Nereidb,  Bennett,  Master. 

9  C.  888. 

A/  o  rJiM^  merchant  having  a  fixed  residence  at  the  place  of  his  birth,  and  carrying  on  bosiness 
\^     there,  does  not  acquire  a  foreign  commercial  character  by  occasional  visits  to  ano.ther 
^■•^'^      country. 

'^'  i^ '  /    The  rales,  that  neatnd  bottoms  make  neutral  goods,  and  that  enemies'  bottoms  make  ener 
/.  f\JV       mies'  goods,  are  not  only  separable  in  their  nature  but  have  been  generally  separated ;  and 
they  are  held,  by  the  United  States,  to  be  distinct 
Consequently,  a  stipulation  for  the  former  rule,  in  a  treaty,  does  not  silently  introduce  ^ 

latter. 
The  fact  that  Spain  administers  the  latter  rule  as  against  neutrals,  does  not  authorize  this 
court  to  retaliate  upon  Spanish  subjects  a  like  departure  from  the  law  of  nations,  without 
legislation  directing  it 
A  neutral  may  lawfully  ship  his  goods  on  board  an  armed  belligerent  vessel,  and  if  her  face 

is  used  in  a  combat  in  which  he  gives  no  aid,  his  goods  are  not  affected. 
The  right  of  search  is  not  a  right  wantonly  to  vex,  or  control  neutral  commerce,  or  indulge 
idle  curiosity;  but  it  grows  out  of,  and  is  ancillary  to,  the  right  of  capture;  and  can 
never  arise  except  as  a  mean  to  that  end. 

Appeal,  by  Manuel  Pinto,  firom  a  sentence  of  the  circuit  conit  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  of  New  York,  condemning  part  of 
a  cargo  claimed  by  him.  The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  thus  stated  by  the  Chief  Justicb  in 

delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court: — 
[  *  389  ]      *  Manuel   Pinto,  a  native  of  Buenos  Ayres,  being  in. 

London,  on  the  26th  of  August,  1813,  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  John  Drinkald,  owner  of  the  ship  ^  Nereide,"  whereof 
William  Bennett  was  master,  whereby  the  said  Drinkald  let  to  tbe 
said  Pinto  the  said  vessel,  to  freight,  for  a  voyage  to  Buenos  Ayres 
and  back  again  to  London,  on  the  conditions  mentioned  in  the 
charter-party.  The  owner  covenanted  that  the  said  vessel,  being  in 
all  respects  seaworthy,  weU  manned,  victualled,  equipped,  provided, 
and  furnished  with  all  things  needful  for  such  a  vessel,  should  take 
on  board  a  cargo  to  be  provided  for  her,  that  the  master  should  sign 
the  customary  bills  of  lading,  and  that  the  said  ship  being  laden  and 
dispatched,  should  join  and  sail  with  the  first  convoy  that  should 
depart  from  Great  Britain  for  Buenos  Ayres :  that  on  his  arrival  the 
master  should  give  notice  thereof  to  the  agents  or  assigns  of  the 
said  freighter,  and  make  delivery  of  the  cargo  according  to  bills  of 
lading ;  and  that  the  said  ship,  being  in  all  respects  seaworthy,  man- 
ned, &C.,  as  before  mentioned,  should  take  and  receive  on  board  at 
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Baenos  Ayrea  all  such  lawful  cargo  as  they  should  tender  for  that 
purpose,  for  which  the  master  should  sign  the  customary  bills  of 
lading ;  and  the  ship  being  laden  and  dispatched,  should  sail  and 
make  the  best  of  her  way  back  to  London,  and  on  her  arrival  deliver 
her  cargo  according  to  the  bills  of  lading.  For  xmloading  the  out- 
ward and  taking  in  the  homeward  cargo,  the  owner  agreed  to  allow 
ninety  running  days,  and  for  unloading  the  return  cargo  fifteen  running 
days.  The  owner  also  agreed  that  the  fireighter,  and  one  other  person 
whom  he  might  appoint,  should  have  their  passage  without  being 
chargeable  therefor.  In  consideration  of  the  premises  the  freighter 
agreed  to  send,  or  cause  to  be  sent  along  side  of  the  ship,  such  lawful 
goods  as  he  might  have  to  ship,  or  could  procure  from  others,  and 
dispatch  her  therewith  in  time  to  join  and  sail  vrith  the  first  convoy, 
and  on  her  arrival  at  Buenos  Ayres  to  receive  the  cargo  according  to 
bills  of  .lading,  and  afterwards  to  send  along  side  of  the  ship  a  return 
cargo,  and  dispatch  her  to  London,  and  on  her  arrival  receive  the 
cargo  according  to  bills  of  lading,  and  to  pay  fireight  as  follows, 
namely,  for  the  outward  cargo  700/.  together  with  five  per  cent, 
primage,  to  be  paid  on  signing  the  bills  of  lading,  and  for  the  home- 
ward, or  return  cargo,  at  the  rate  mentioned  in  the  charter- 
party.  He  was  also  to  advance  the  master,  at  *  Buenos  [  •  390  ] 
Ayres,'  such  money  as  might  be  necessary  for  disbursements 
on  the  ship.  It  was  provided  that  all  the  fireight  of  the  outward 
cargo,  except  on  the  goods  belonging  to  the  fireighter,  which  should 
not  exceed  400L  should  be  received  by  the  owner  on  the  bills  of 
lading  being  signed ;  and  in  case  of  the  loss  of  the  ship  such  freight 
should  be  his  property ;  but  if  she  arrived  safe  back  with  a  full  cargo, 
then  the  freighter  should  be  credited  for  the  excess  of  the  said  freight 
over  and  above  the  sum  of  700L  A  delay  of  ten  running  days  over 
and  above  the  time  stipulated  is  allowed  the  fireighter,  he  paying  for 
such  demurrage  at  the  rate  of  10/.  10^.  per  day. 

Under  this  contract  a  cargo,  belonging  in  part  to  the  freighter,  in 
part  to  other  inhabitants  of  Buenos  Ayres,  and  in  part  to  British 
subjects,  was  taken  on  board  The  Nereide,  and  she  sailed,  under 
convoy,  some  time  in  November,  1813. 

Her  license,  or  passport,  dated  the  16th  of  November,  states  her  to 
mount  ten  guns  and  to  be  manned  by  sixteen  men. 

The  letter  of  instructions,  from  the  owner  to  the  master,  is  dated 
on  the  24th  of  November,  and  contains  this  passage :  ^<  Mr.  Pinto  is 
to  advance  you  what  money  you  require  for  ship's  use  at  River 
Plate,  and  you  will  consider  yourself  as  under  his  directions,  so  far 
as  the  charter-party  requires." 

On  the  voyage,  The  Nereide  was  separated  firom  her  convoy,  and 
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on  the  19th  of  December,  1813,  when  in  sight  of  Madeira,  fell 
in  with,  and  after  an  action  of  about  fifteen  minutes,  was  captured 
by  the  American  privateer.  The  Governor  Tompkins.  She  was 
brought  into  the  port  of  New  York,  where  vessel  and  cargo  were 
libelled ;  and  the  vessel  and  that  part  of  the  cargo  which  belonged  to 
British  subjects,  were  condemned,  without  a  (^laim.  That  part  of  the 
cargo  which  belonged  to  Spaniards,  was  claimed  by  Manuel  Pinto, 
partly  for  himself  and  partners,  residing  in  Buenos  Ayres,  and  partly 
for  the  other  owners  residing  in  the  same  place.     On  the  hearing, 

thb  part  of  the  cargo  was  also  condemned.  An  appeal 
[  *  391  ]  was  taken  to  the  circuit  court,  where  the  sentence  *  of  the 

district  court  was  affirmed,  pro  formd^  and  from  that  sen- 
tence an  appeal  has  been  prayed  to  this  court 

Hoffman  and  Emmett^  for  Rnto. 

Dallas  and  Pinknep^  for  the  captonu 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 
[  *  413  ]      *  '<  In  support  of  the  sentence  of  condemnation  in  this 
case,  the  captors  contend — 

1.  That  the  claimant,  Manuel  Pinto,  has  neither  made  sufficient 
proof  of  his  neutral  character,  nor  of  his  property  in  the  goods  he 
claims. 

2.  That  by  the  treaty  between  Spain  and  the  United  States, 
the  property  of  a  Spanish  subject  in  an  enemy's  vessel  is  prize  of 
war. 

3.  That  on  the  principles  of  reciprocity  this  property  should  be 
condemned. 

4.  That  the  conduct  of  Manuel  Pinto  and  of  the  vessel,  has 
impressed  a  hostile  character  on  his  property  and  on  tiiat  of  otiier 
Spaniards  laden  on  board  of  The  Nereide. 

1.  Manuel  Pinto  is  admitted  to  be  a  native  of  Buenos  Ayres, 
and  to  carry  on  trade  at  that  place,  in  connection  with  his  father 
and  sister,  who  are  his  partners,  and  who  also  reside  at  Buenos 
Ayres;  but  it  is  contended  that  he  has  acquired  a  domicile  in  Eng- 
land, and  with  that  domicile  the  English  commercial  character. 

Is  the  evidence  in  any  degree  doubtful  on  this  point  ?  Baltaza 
Ximenes,  Antonio  Lynch,  and  Felix  Lynch,  three  Spaniards,  return- 
ing with  Pinto  in  The  Nereide,  all  depose  that  Buenos  Ayres  is  the 
place  of  his  nativity  and  of  his  permanent  residence,  and  that  he 
carries  on  trade  at  that  place. 
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In  his  test  affidavit,  Manuel  Pinto  swears,  in  the  most  explicit 
tenns,  to  the  fact  that  Buenos  Ayres  is  and  always  has  been  the 
place  of  his  permanent  residence ;  that  he  carries  on  business  there 
on  account  of  himself,  his  father,  and  sister,  and  that  he  has  been 
absent  for  temporary  purposes  only.  His  voyage  to  London,  where 
he  arrived  in  June,  1813,  was  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  a  cargo 
for  his  trade  at  Buenos  Ayres,  and  of  establishing  connections  in 
London  for  the  purposes  of  his  future  trade  at  Buenos  Ayres. 

This  plain  and  direct  testimony  is  opposed  — 

•  1.  By  his  examination  in  preparatorio.  [  *  414  ] 

In  his  answer  to  the  first  interrogatory,  he  says  that  he 
was  bom  at  Buenos  Ayres ;  that,  for  seven  years  last  past,  he  has 
lived  and  resided  in  England  and  Buenos  Ayres ;  that  he  now  lives 
at  Buenos  Ayres,  that  he  has  generally  lived  there  for  thurty-five 
years  last  past,  and  has  been  admitted  a  freeman  of  the  new 
government. 

Whatever  facility  may  be  given  to  the  acquisition  of  a  commercial 
domicile,  it  has  never,  heretofore,  been  contended  that  a  merchant 
having  a  fixed  residence,  and  carrying  on  business  at  the  place  of  his 
birth,  acquires  a  foreign  commercial  character  by  occasional  visits  to 
a  foreign  country.  Had  the  introduction  of  the  words  «  seven  years 
last  past,"  even,  not  been  fully  accounted  for  by  reference  to  the  inter- 
rogatory, those  words  could  not  have  implied  such  a  residence  as 
would  give  a  domicile.     But  they  are  fully  accounted  for. 

In  his  answer  to  the  twelfth  interrogatory,  he  repeats  that  he  is  a 
Spanish  American ;  now  lives  and  carries  on  trade  at  Buenos  Ayres, 
and  has  generally  resided  there. 

2.  The  second  piece  of  testimony  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the 
captors,  is  the  charter-party.  That  instrument  states  Manuel  Pinto 
to  be  of  Buenos  Ayres,  now  residing  in  London. 

The  charter-party  does  not  state  him  to  have  been  formerly  of 
Buenos  Ayres,  but  to  be,  at  its  date,  of  Buenos  Ayres.  Nothing 
can  be  more  obvious  than  that  the  expression,  now  residing  in  Lon- 
don, could  be  intended  to  convey  no  other  idea  than  that  he  was  then 
personally  in  London. 

As  little  importance  is  attached  to  the  covenant  to  receive  the 
return  cargo  at  the  wharf  in  London.  The  performance  of  this 
duty  by  the  consignee  of  the  cargo,  as  the  agent  of  Pinto,  would  be 
a  complete  execution  of  it. 

Had  the  English  character  been  firiendly,  and  the  Spanish 
hostile, it  would  have  been  a  hardy  attempt,  indeed,  in  •Mr.  [  ^415  ] 
Pinto,  to  found,  on  these  circumstances,  a  claim  to  a  domicile 
in  England. 
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The  question  respecting  ownership  of  the  goods  b  not  so  perfectly 
clear. 

The  evidence  of  actual  ownership,  so  far  as  the  claim  asserts 
property  existing,  at  the  time,  in  himself  and  partners,  is  involved  in 
no  uncertainty.  The  test  affidavit  annexed  to  the  claim  is  fall, 
explicit,  and  direct  It  goes  as  far  as  a  test  affidavit  can  go,  in 
establishing  the  right  which  the  claim  €Lsserts.  All  the  documentary 
evidence,  relating  to  this  subject,  corroborates  this  affidavit  The 
charter-party  shows  an  expectation  that,  of  a  freight  of  7002.,  the 
goods  of  Mr.  Pinto  would  pay  400t  The  very  circumstance  that 
he  chartered  the  whole  vessel,  furnishes  strong  inducement  to  the 
opinion  that  a  gzeat  part  of  her  cargo  would  be  his  own. 

The  witnesses  examined  in  preparatorio^  so  far  as  they  know  any 
thing  on  the  subject,  all  depose  to  his  interest  William  Puzey  was 
clerk  to  Pinto,  and  he  deposes  to  the  interest  of  his  employer,  on  the 
knowledge  acquired  in  making  out  invoices  and  other  papers  belong- 
ing to  the  cargo.  Hb  belief  too  is,  in  some  degree,  founded  on  the 
character  of  Pinto,  in  London,  where  he  was  spoken  of  as  a  man  of 
great  respectabiUty  and  property;  and  firom  the  anxiety  he  discovered 
for  the  safety  of  the  property  after  The  Nereide  was  separated  from 
her  convoy. 

The  bills  of  lading,  for  that  part  of  the  cargo  which  is  claimed  by 
Pinto,  are  filled  up,  many  of  them,  with  his  name,  some  to  order ;  and 
the  marginal  letters  in  the  manifest  would  also  denote  the  property 
to  be  his.  Where  he  claims  a  part  of  a  parcel  of  goods,  the  invoice 
is  sometimes  to  order,  and  the  marginal  letters  would  indicate  the 
goods  to  be  the  property  of  Pinto  and  some  other  person. 

This  testimony  proves,  very  satisfactorily,  the  interest  of  Pinto's 
house  in  the  property  he  claims.  There  is  no  counter  testimony  in 
the  cause,  except  the  belief  expressed  by  Mr.  Puzey,  that  for  a  part 
of  the  goods  Pinto  was  agent  for  the  government  of  Buenos 
[  •  416  ]  Ayres.  This  •belief  of  Mr.  Puzey  is  supposed  to  derive  jnuch 
weight  from  his  character  as  the  clerk  of  Mr.  Pinto.  The 
importance  of  that  circumstance,  however,  is  much  diminished  by 
the  fact  that  he  had  seen  Pinto  only  a  week  before  the  sailing  of 
The  Nereide,  and  that  he  does  not  declare  his  belief  to  be  founded 
on  any  papers  he  had  copied  or  seen,  or  on  any-  communication 
made  to  him  by  his  employer.  There  are  other  and  obvious  grounds 
for  his  suspicion.  A  part  of  the  cargo  consisted  of  arms  and  military 
accoutrements;  and  it  was  not  very  surprising  that  Puzey  should 
conjecture  that  they  were  purchased  for  a  government  about  to 
sustain  itself  by  the  sword.  But  this  suspicion  is  opposed  by  con* 
siderations  of  decisive  influence,  which  have  been  stated  at  the  bai^ 
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The  demand  for  these  articles  in  Buenos  Ayres,  by  the  government, 
would  furnish  sufficient  motives  to  a  merchant  for  making  them  a 
part  of  his  cargo.  In  a  considerable  part  of  this  warlike  apparatus, 
British  subjects  were  jointly  concerned.  It  is  extremely  improbable, 
that,  if  acting  for  his  government,  he  would  have  associated  his  inter- 
ests with  those  of  British  merchants.  Nor  can  a  motive  be  assigned 
for  claiming  those  goods  for  himself,  instead  of  claiming  them  for 
his  government.  They  would  not  by  such  claim  become  his  if 
restored.  He  would  still  remain  accountable  to  his  government,  and 
the  truth  would  have  protected  the  property  as  effectually  as  a  false- 
hoodf  should  it  remain  undetected.  By  claiming  these  goods  for 
himself,  instead  of  his  government,  he  would  commit  a  perjury,  from 
which  he  could  derive  no  possible  advantage,  and  which  would 
expose  to  imminent  hazard,  not  only  those  goods  but  his  whole 
interest  in  the  cargo.  The  court,  therefore,  must  consider  this  belief 
of  Mr.  Puzey  as  a  suspicion,  which  a  fiill  knowledge  of  the  facts 
ought  entirely  to  dissipate.  If  there  was  nothing  in  the  cause  but 
this  suspicion,  or  this  belief  of  Mr.  Puzey,  the  court  would  not  attach 
any  importance  to  it  But  Mr.  Pinto  himself  has,  in  his  examination 
in  preparcUoriOy  been  at  least  indiscreet  in  asserting  claims  not  to  b€i 
sustained ;  and  in  terms  which  do  not  exhibit  the  real  fact  in  its  true 
shape.  In  his  answer  to  the  12th  interrogatory  he  says :  ^And  this 
deponent  also  has  one  fourth  interest  as  owner  of  the  following 
goods,  &;a,  namely,  15  bales  of  merchandise,"  &c.  In  his  claim,  he 
thus  states  the  transaction  under  which  his  title  to  the  one 
fourth  of  these  goods  •accrued.  He  had  agreed  with  certain  [  *  417  ] 
persons  in  England  to  select  for  them  a  parcel  of  goods  for 
the  market  of  Buenos  Ayres,  of  which  he  was  to  be  the  consignee, 
and  which  he  would  sell  on  a  commission  of  10  per  cent,  on  th0 
amount  of  sales  at  Buenos  Ayres.  These  goods  were  selected, 
purchased,  and  consigned  to  Manuel  Pinto.  The  bills  of  lading 
were  in  his  possession,  and  he  considered  his  interest  under  this 
contract  as  equal  to  one  fourth  of  the  value  of  the  goods ;  "where- 
fore," he  says, "  he  did  suppose  that  he  was  interested  in  the  said 
goods  and  merchandise  for  himself,  his  father,  and  sister,  and  well 
entitled,  as  the  owner  thereof,  or  otherwise,  to  an  equal  fourth  part 
of  the  said  goods,  inasmuch  as  his  commissions,  as  aforesaid,  would 
have  been  equal  to  such  fourth." 

It  is  impossible  to  justify  this  representation  of  the  fact.  The 
reasoning  might  convince  the  witness,  but  the  language  he  used  was 
undoubtedly  calculated  to  mislead  the  court,  and  to  extricate  prop- 
erty to  which  the  captors  were  clearly  entitled,  although  the  witness 
might  think  otherwise.  Such  misrepresentations  must  be  frowned 
VOL.  III.  34 


898         SUPREME  COURT  OF   THE  UNITED  STATES. 

The  Nereide.    9  C. 

on  in  a  prize  court,  and  must  involve  a  claim,  otherwise  unexception- 
able, in  doubt  and  danger.  A  witness  ought  never  to  swear  to  infer- 
ences, without  stating  the  train  of  reasoning  by  which  his  mind  has 
been  conducted  to  them.  Prize  courts  are  necessarily  watchful  over 
subjects  of  this  kind,  and  demand  the  utmost  fairness  in  the  conduct 
of  claimants.  Yet  prize  courts  must  distinguish  between  misrepre- 
sentations which  may  be  ascribed  to  error  of  judgment,  and  which 
are,  as  soon  as  possible,  corrected  by  the  party  who  has  made  them, 
and  wilful  falsehoods,  which  are  detected  by  the  testimony  of  others, 
or  confessed  by  the  party  when  detection  becomes  inevitable.  In 
the  first  case  there  may  be  cause  for  a  critical  and  perhaps  suspicious 
examination  of  the  claim,  and  of  the  testimony  by  which  it  is  sup- 
ported ;  but  it  would  be  harsh,  indeed,  to  condemn  neutral  property, 
in  a  case  in  which  it  was  clearly  proved  to  be  neutral,  for  one  false 
step,  in  some  degree  equivocal  in  its  character,  which  was  so  soon 
corrected  by  the  party  making  it. 

The  case  of  Mr.  Paul's  printing-press  is  still  less  dubious 
[  *  418  ]  in  its  appearance.  It  would  require  a  very  •critical  investi- 
gation of  the  evidence  to  decide  whether  this  press  is  stated 
in  his  answer  to  the  12th  interrogatory  to  be  his  property  or  not 
Four  presses  are  said  in  that  answer  to  belong  to  him ;  but  he  also 
says,  in  his  answer  to  another  interrogatory,  perhaps  the  26th,  that 
Mr.  Paul  had  one  printing-press  on  board.  Whether  there  were  five 
piresses  in  the  cargo,  or  only  four,  has  not  been  decided,  because  the 
declaration  made  in  his  examination  in  preparatorio,  that  one  of  the 
presses  belonged  to  Mr.  Paul,  proves,  unequivocally,  that  the  mistake, 
if  he  made  one,  was  not  fraudulent 

That  he  should  state  as  his,  the  property  which  belonged  to  a 
house  in  Buenos  Ayres,  whose  members  all  resided  at  the  same 
place,  and  of  which  he  was  the  acting  and  managing  partner, 
was  a  circumstance  which  could  not  appear  important  to  himself, 
and  which  was  of  no  importance  in  the  cause.  These  trivial  and 
accidental  inaccuracies  are  corrected  in  his  claim  and  in  his  test 
afiidavit  The  court  does  not  think  tiiem  of  sufficient  importance  to 
work  a  confiscation  of  goods,  of  the  real  neutrality  of  which  no 
serious  doubt  is  entertained. 

2.  Does  the  treaty  between  Spain  and  the  United  States  subject 
the  goods  of  either  party,  being  neutral,  to  condemnation  as  enemy 
property,  if  found  by  the  other  in  the  vessel  of  an  enemy  ?  That 
treaty  stipulates  that  neutral  bottoms  shall  make  neutral  goods,  but 
contains  no  stipulation  that  enemy  bottoms  shall  communicate  the 
hostile  character  to  the  cargo.  It  is  contended  by  the  captors  that 
the  two  principles  are  so  completely  identified,  that  the  stipulation 
of  the  one  necessarily  includes  the  other. 
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Let  this  proposition  be  examined. 

The  rule  that  the  goods  of  an  enemy,  found  in  the  vessel  of  a 
Mend,  are  prize  of  war,  and  that  the  goods  of  a  Mend,  found  in  the 
vessel  of  an  enemy,  are  to  be  restored,  is  believed  to  be  a  part  of  the 
originEil  law  of  nations,  as  generally,  perhaps  universally,  acknow- 
ledged. Certainly,  it  has  been  fully  and  unequivocally  recognized 
by  the  United  States.  This  rule  is  founded  on  the  simple  and  intelli- 
gible principle  that  war  gives  a  full  right  to  capture  the 
goods  of  an  enemy,  but  gives  no  right  to  *  capture  the  goods  [  •419  ] 
of  a  Mend.  In  the  practical  application  of  this  principle,  so 
as  to  form  the  rule,  the  propositions  that  the  neutral  flag  constitutes 
no  protection  to  enemy  property,  and  that  the  belligerent  flag  com- 
municates no  hostile  character  to  neutral  property,  are  necessarily 
admitted.  The  character  of  the  property,  taken  distinctly  and  sepa- 
rately firom  all  other  considerations,  depends  in  no  degree  upon  the 
character  of  the  vehicle  in  which  it  is  found. 

Many  nations  have  believed  it  to  be  their  interest  to  vary  this 
simple  and  natural  principle  of  public  law.  They  have  changed  it 
by  convention  between  themselves,  as  far  as  they  have  believed  it  to 
be  for  their  advantage  to  change  it.  But  unless  there  be  something 
in  the  nature  of  the  rule  which  renders  its  parts  unsusceptible  of 
division,  nations  must  be  capable  of  dividing  it  by  express  compact ; 
and  if  they  stipulate  either  that  the  neutral  flag  shall  cover  enemy 
goods,  or  that  the  enemy  flag  shall  infect  Mendly  goods,  there  would, 
in  reason,  seem  to  be  no  necessity  for  implying  a  distinct  stipulation 
not  expressed  by  the  parties.  Treaties  are  formed  upon  deliberate 
reflection.  Diplomatic  men  read  the  public  treaties  made,  by  other 
nations,  and  cannot  be  supposed  either  to  omit  or  insert  an  article, 
common  in  public  treaties,  without  being  aware  of  the  efiect  of  such 
omission  or  insertion.  Neither  the  one  nor  the  other  is  to  be  ascribed 
to  inattention.  And  if  an  omitted  article  be  not  necessarily  implied 
in  one  which  is  inserted,  the  subject  to  which  that  article  would 
apply  remains  under  the  ancient  rule.  That  the  stipulation  of  immu- 
nity to  enemy  goods,  in  the  bottoms  of  one  of  the  parties  being 
neutral,  does  not  imply  a  surrender  of  the  goods  of  that  party  being 
neutral  if  found  in  the  vessel  of  an  enemy,  is  the  proposition  of  the 
counsel  for  the  claimant,  and  he  powerfully  sustains  that  proposition 
by  arguments  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  two  stipulations.  The 
agreement  that  neutral  bottoms  shall  make  neutral  goods  is,  he  very 
justly  remarks,  a  concession  made  by  the  belligerent  to  the  neutraL 
It  enlarges  the  sphere  of  neutral  commerce,  and  gives  to  the  neutral 
flag  a  capacity  not  given  to  it  by  the  law  of  nations. 

The  stipulation  which  subjects  neutral  property,  found  in   the 
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bottom  of  an  enemy,  to  condemnation  as  prize  of  war, 
[  •  420  ]  *  is  a  concession  made  by  the  neutral  to  the  belligerent  It 
narrows  the  sphere  of  neutral  commerce,  and  takes  from  the 
neutral  a  privilege  he  possessed  under  the  law  of  nations.  The  one 
may  be,  and  often  is,  exchanged  for  the  other.  But  it  may  be  the 
interest  and  the  will  of  both  parties  to  stipulate  the  one  without  the 
other ;  and  if  it  be  their  interest,  or  then:  will,  what  shall  prevent  its 
accomplishment  ?  A  neutral  may  give  some  other  compensation  for 
the  privilege  of  transporting  enemy  goods  in  safety,  or  both  parties 
may  find  an  interest  in  stipulating  for  this  privilege,  and  neither  ma; 
be  disposed  to  make  to,  or  require  from,  the  other,  the  surrender  of 
any  right  as  its  consideration.  What  shall  restrain  independent 
nations  from  making  such  a  compact  ?  And  how  is  their  intention  to 
be  communicated  to  each  other  or  to  the  worid,  so  properly  as  by  the 
compact  itself? 

If  reason  can  furnish  no  evidence  of  the  indissolubility  of  the  two 
maxims,  the  supporters  of  that  proposition  wiU  certainly  derive  no 
aid  from  the  history  of  their  progress,  from  the  first  attempts  at  their 
introduction  to  the  present  moment 

For  a  considerable  length  of  time  they  were  the  companions  of 
each  other — not  as  one  maxim  consisting  of  a  single  indivisible 
principle,  but  as  two  stipulations  ;  the  one,  in  the  view  of  the  parties, 
forming  a  natural  and  obvious  consideration  for  the  other.  The 
celebrated  compact  termed  the  armed  neutrality,  attempted  to  effect 
by  force  a  great  revolution  in  the  law  of  nations.  The  attempt 
failed,  but  it  made  a  deep  and  lasting  impression  on  public  sentiment 
The  character  of  this  effort  has  been  accurately  stated  by  the  counsel 
for  the  claimants.  Its  object  was  to  enlarge,  and  not  in  any  thing  to 
diminish,  the  rights  of  neutrals.  The  great  powers,  parties  to  this 
agreement,  contended  for  the  principle,  that  free  ships  should  make 
free  goods ;  but  not  for  the  converse  maxim ;  so  far  were  they  &om 
supposing  the  one  to  follow  as  a  corollary  from  the  other,  that  the 
contrary  opinion  was  openly  and  distinctly  avowed.  The  king  of 
Prussia  declared  his  expectation  that  in  future  neutral  bottoms  would 
protect  the  goods  of  an  enemy,  and  that  neutral  goods  would  be  safe 
in  an  enemy  bottom.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that 
[  •421  ]  this  opinion  •  was  not  common  to  those  powers  who  acceded 
to  the  principles  of  the  armed  neutrality. 

Prom  that  epoch  to  the  present,  in  the  various  treaties  which  have 
been  formed,  some  contain  no  article  on  the  subject,  and  consequently 
leave  the  ancient  rule  in  full  force.  Some  stipulate  that  the  char- 
acter of  the  cargo  shall  depend  upon  the  flag,  some  that  the  neutral 
flag  shall  protect  the  goods  of  an  enemy,  some  that  the  goods  of  a 
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neutral  in  the  vessel  of  a  Mend  shall  be  prize  of  war,  and  some  that 
the  goods  of  an  enemy  in  a  neutral  bottom  shall  be  safe,*  and  that 
Mendly  goods  in  the  bottom  of  an  enemy  shall  also  be  safe. 

This  review,  which  was  taken  with  minute  accuracy  at  the  bar, 
certainly  demonstrates  that  in  public  opinion  no  two  principles  are 
more  distinct  and  independent  of  each  other  than  the  two  which  have 
been  contended  to  be  inseparable. 

Do  the  United  States  understand  this  subject  differently  from  other 
nations  ?  It  is  certainly  not  from  our  treaties  that  this  opinion  can  be 
sustained.  The  United  States  have,  in  some  treaties,  stipulated  for 
hoOi  principles,  in  some  for  one  of  them  only,  in  some  that  neutral 
bottoms  shall  make  neutral  goods,  and  that  friendly  goods  shall  be 
Bafe  in  the  bottom  of  an  enemy.  It  is,  therefore,  clearly  understood 
in  the  United  States,  so  far  as  an  opinion  can  be  formed  on  their 
treaties,  that  the  one  principle  is  totally  independent  of  the  other. 
They  have  stipulated  expressly  for  their  separation,  and  they  have 
sometimes  stipulated  for  the  one  without  the  other. 

But  in  a  correspondence  between  the  secretary  of  state  of  the 
United  States  and  the  minister  of  the  French  republic,  in  1793, 
Prussia  is  enumerated  among  those  nations  with  whom  the  United 
States  had  made  a  treaty  adopting  the  entire  principle  that  the  char- 
acter of  ihe  cargo  should  be  determined  by  the  character  of  the  flag. 

Not  being  in  possession  of  this  correspondence,  the  court  is  unable 
to  examine  the  construction  it  has  received.  It  has  not  deferred  this 
opinion  on  that  account,  because  the  point  in  controversy  at  that 
time  was  the  obligation  imposed  on  the  United  States  to 
protect  belligerent  *  property  in  their  vessels,  not  the  liability  [  *  422  ] 
of  thdbr  property  to  capture  if  found  in  the  vessel  of  a  bellige- 
rent To  this  point  the  whole  attention  of  the  writer  was  directed, 
and  it  is  not  wonderful  that,  in  mentioning  incidentally  the  treaty 
with  Prussia,  which  contains  the  principle  that  free  bottoms  make 
free  goods,  it  should  have  escaped  his  recollection  that  it  did  not 
contain  the  converse  of  the  maxim.  On  the  talents  and  virtues 
which  adorned  the  cabinet  of  that  day,  on  the  patient  fortitude  with 
which  it  resisted  the  intemperate  violence  with  which  it  was  assailed, 
on  the  firmness  with  which  it  maintained  those  principles  which  its 
sense  of  duty  prescribed,  on  the  wisdom  of  the  rules  it  adopted,  no 
panegyric  has  been  pronounced  at  the  bar,  in  which  the  best  judg- 
ment of  this  court  does  not  concur.  But  this  respectful  deference 
may  well  comport  with  the  opinion,  that  an  argument  incidentally 
brought  forward  by  way  of  illustration,  is  not  such  full  authority  as 
a  decision  directly  on  the  point  might  have  been. 

3.  The  third  point  made  by  the  captors  is,  that  whatever  construc- 
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tion  might  be  put  on  our  treaty  with  Spain,  considered  as  an  inde- 
pendent measure,  the  ordinances  of  that  government  would  subject 
American  property,  under  similcur  circumstances,  to  confiscation,  and, 
therefore,  the  property  claimed  by  Spanish  subjects  in  this  case, 
ought  to  be  condemned  as  prize  of  war. 

The  ordinances  themselves  have  not  been  produced,  nor  has  the 
court  received  such  information  respecting  them  as  would  enable  it 
to  decide  certainly,  either  on  their  permanent  existence  or  on  their 
application  to  the  United  States.  But  be  this  as  it  may,  the  court 
is  decidedly  of  opinion  that  reciprocating  to  the  subjects  of  a  nation, 
or  retaliating  on  them,  its  unjust  proceedings  towards  our  citizens,  is 
a  political  not  a  legal  measure.  It  is  for  the  consideration  of  the 
government,  not  of  its  courts.  The  degree  and  the  kind  of  retaliation 
depend  entirely  on  considerations  foreign  to  this  tribunal  It  may 
be  the  policy  of  the  nation  to  avenge  its  wrongs  in  a  manner  having 
no  affinity  to  the  injury  sustained,  or  it  may  be  its  policy  to  recede 
from  its  full  rights,  and  not  to  avenge  them  at  alL  It  is  not  for  its 
courts  to  interfere  with  the  proceedings  of  the  nation  and  to  thwart 

its  views.  It  is  not  for  us  to  depart  from  the  beaten  track 
[  •  423  ]  *  prescribed  for  us,  and  to  tread  the  devious  and  intricate 

path  of  politics.  Even  in  the  case  of  salvage,  a  case 
peculiarly  within  the  discretion  of  courts,  because  no  fixed  rule  is 
prescribed  by  the  law  of  nations,  congress  has  not  left  it  to  this 
department  to  say  whether  the  rule  of  foreign  nations  shall  be  applied 
to  them,  but  has  by  law  applied  that  rule.  If  it  be  the  will  of  the 
government  to  apply  to  Spain  any  rule  respecting  captures  which 
Spain  is  supposed  to  apply  to  us,  the  government  will  manifest  that 
will  by  passing  an  act  for  the  purpose.  Till  such  an  act  be  passed, 
the  court  is  bound  by  the  law  of  nations,  which  is  a  part  of  the  law 
of  the  land. 

Thus  far  the  opinion  of  the  court  has  been  formed  without  much 
difficulty.  Although  the  principles  asserted  by  the  counsel  have 
been  sustained  on  both  sides  with  great  strength  of  ailment,  they 
have  been  found,  on  examination,  to  be  simple  and  dear  in  them- 
selves. Stripped  of  the  imposing  garb  in  which  they  have  been 
presented  to  the  court,  they  have  no  intrinsic  intricacy  which  should 
perplexlthe  understanding. 

The  remaining  point  is  of  a  different  character.  BeUigerent  rights 
and  neutral  privileges  are  set  in  array  against  each  other.  Their 
respective  pretensions,  if  not  actually  intermixed,  come  into  dose 
contact,  and  the  line  of  partition  is  not  so  distinctly  marked  as  to  be 
clearly  discernible.  It  is  impossible  to  declare  in  favor  of  either, 
without  hearing,  from  the  other,  objections  which  it  is  difficult  io 
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answer,  and  arguments  which  it  is  not  easy  to  refute.  The  court  has 
given  to  this  subject  a  patient  investigation,  and  has  endeavored  to 
avail  itself  of  all  the  aid  which  has  been  furnished  by  the  bar.  The 
result,  if  not  completely  satisfactory,  even  to  ourselves,  is  one  from 
which,  it  is  believed,  we  should  not  depart  were  further  time  allowed 
for  deliberation. 

4.  Has  the  conduct  of  Manuel  Pinto  and  of  The  Nereide  been 
such  as  to  impress  the  hostile  character  on  that  part  of  the  cargo 
which  was  in  fact  neutral  ? 

In  considering  this  question,  the  court  has  examined  separately  the 
parts  which  compose  it. 

The  vessel  was  armed,  was  the  property  of  an  enemy,  *  and  [424  J 
made  resistance.     How  do  these  facts  affect  the  claim  ? 

Had  the  vessel  been  armed  by  Pinto,  that  fact  would  certainly  have 
constituted  an  important  feature  in  the  case.  But  the  court  can  per- 
ceive no  reason  for  believing  she  was  armed  by  him.  He  chartered, 
it  is  true,  the  whole  vessel,  and  that  he  might  as  rightfully  do  as 
contract  for  her  partially ;  but  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  he  was 
instrumental  in  arming  her.  The  owner  stipulates  that  The  Nereide 
"  well  manned,  victualled,  equipped,  provided,  and  furnished  with  all 
things  needful  for  such  a  vessel,"  shall  be  ready  to  take  on  board  a 
cargo  to  be  provided  for  her.  The  Nereide,  then,  was  to  be  put,  by 
the  owner,  in  the  condition  in  which  she  was  to  sail.  In  equipping 
her,  whether  with  or  without  arms,  Mr.  Pinto  was  not  concerned.  It 
appears  to  have  been  entirely  and  exclusively  the  act  of  the  bellige- 
rent owner. 

Whether  the  resistance  which  was  actually  made,  is  in  any  degree 
imputable  to  Mr.  Pinto,  is  a  question  of  still  more  importance. 

It  has  been  argued  that  he  had  the  whole  ship,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  resistance  was  his  resistance. 

The  whole  evidence  upon  this  point  is  to  be  found  in  the  charter- 
party,  in  the  letter  of  instructions  to  the  master,  and  in  the  answer  of 
Pinto  to  one  of  the  interrogatories  in  preparatorio. 

The  charter-party  evinces  throughout  that  the  ship  remained  under 
the  entire  direction  of  the  owner,  and  that  Pinto  in  no  degree  partici- 
pated in  the  command  of  her.  The  owner  appoints  the  master  and 
stipulates  for  every  act  to  be  performed  by  the  ship,  from  the  date  of 
the  charter-party  to  the  termination  of  the  voyage.  In  no  one  respect, 
except  in  lading  the  vessel,  was  Pinto  to  have  any  direction  of  her. 

The  letter  of  instructions  to  the  master  contains  full  directions  for 
the  regulation  of  his  conduct,  without  any  other  reference  to  Mr. 
Pinto  than  has  been  already  stated.     That  reference  shows 
a  positive  liniitation  of  •his  power,  by  the  terms  of  the  [  •425  ] 
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charter-party.     Consequently,  he  had  no  share  in  the  government  of 
the  ship. 

But  P^ito  says,  in  his  answer  to  the  6th  interrogatory,  that  <^  he  had 
control  of  the  said  ship  and  cargo.'' 

Nothing  can  be  more  obvious  than  that  Pinto  could  understand 
himself  as  saying  no  more  than  that  he  had  the  control  of  the  ship 
and  cargo  so  far  as  respected  her  lading.  A  part  of  the  cargo  did 
not  belong  to  him,  and  was  not  consigned  to  him.  His  control  over 
the  ship  began  and  ended  with  putting  the  cargo  on  board.  He  does 
not  appear  ever  to  have  exercised  any  authority  in  the  management 
of  the  ship.  So  far  from  exercising  any  during  the  battle,  he  went 
into  the  cabin,  where  he  remained  till  l^e  conflict  was  over.  It  is, 
then,  most  apparent  that  when  Pinto  said  he  had  the  control  of  the 
ship  and  cargo,  he  used  those  terms  in  a  limited  sense.  He  used 
them  in  reference  to  the  power  of  lading  her,  given  him  by  the  char- 
ter-party. 

K  in  this  the  court  be  correct,  this  cause  is  to  be  governed  by  the 
principles  which  would  apply  to  it  had  The  Nereide  been  a  general 
ship. 

The  next  point  to,  be  considered  is,  the  right  of  a  neutral  to  place 
his  goods  on  board  an  armed  belligerent  merchantman. 

That  a  neutral  may  lawfully  put  his  goods  on  board  a  belligerent 
ship  for  conveyance  on  the  ocean,  is  universally  recognized  as  the 
original  rule  of  the  law  of  nations.  It  is,  as  has  already  been  stated, 
founded  on  the  plain  and  simple  principle  that  the  property  of  a 
friend  remains  Ms  property  wherever  it  may  be  found.  "  Since  it  is 
not,"  says  Vattel,  B.  3,  c  5,  s.  75,  "  the  place  where  a  thing  is,  which 
determines  the  nature  of  that  thing,  but  the  character  of  the  person 
to  whom  it  belongs,  things  belonging  to  neutral  persons  which  hap- 
pen to  be  in  an  enemy's  country,  or  on  board  an  enemy's  ships,  are 
to  be  distinguished  from  those  which  belong  to  the  enemy." 

Bynkershoek  lays  down  the  same  principles,  in  terms  equally  expli* 
cit,  and  in  terms  entitled  to  the  more  consideration,  because 
[  •  426  ]  he  enters  into  the  inquiry  whether  a  *  knowledge  of  the  hos- 
tile character  of  the  vessel  can  affect  the  owner  of  the  goods. 

The  same  principle  is  laid  down  by  other  writers  on  the  same  sub- 
ject, and  is  believed  to  be  contradicted  by  none.  It  is  true  there 
were  some  old  ordinances  of  France  declaring  that  a  hostile  vessel 
or  cargo  should  expose  both  to  condemnation.  But  these  ordinances 
have  never  constituted  a  rule  of  public  law. 

It  is  deemed  of  much  importance  that  the  rule  is  universally  laid 
down  in  terms  which  comprehend  an  armed  as  well  as  an  unarmed 
vessd;  and  that  armed  vessels  have  never  been  excepted  £rom  it 
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Bynkershoek,  in  discussing  a  question  suggesting  an  exception,  with 
his  mind  directed  to  hostilities,  does  not  hint  that  this  privilege  is 
confined  to  unarmed  merchantmen. 

In  point  of  fact,  it  is  believed  that  a  belligerent  merchant  vessel 
rarely  sails  unarmed,  so  that  this  exception  from  the  rule  would  be 
greater  than  the  rule  itself.  At  all  events,  the  number  of  those  who 
are  armed  and  who  sail  under  convoy,  is  too  great  not  to  have 
attracted  the  attention  of  writers  on  public  law ;  and  this  exception 
to  their  broad  general  rule,  if  it  existed,  would  certainly  be  found  in 
some  of  their  works.  It  would  be  strange  if  a  rule  laid  down,  with 
a  view  to  war,  in  such  broad  terms  as  to  have  universal  application, 
should  be  so  construed  as  to  exclude  from  its  operation  almost  every 
case  for  which  it  purports  to  provide,  and  yet  that  not  ^dictum  should 
be  found  in  the  books  pointing  to  such  construction. 

The  antiquity  of  the  rule  is  certainly  not  unworthy  of  considera- 
tion. It  is  to  be  traced  back  to  the  time  when  almost  every  merchant* 
man  was  in  a  condition  for  self-defence,  and  the  implements  of  war 
were  so  light,  and  so  cheap,  that  scarcely  any  would  sail  without 
them. 

A  belligerent  has  a  perfect  right  to  arm  in  his  own  defence ;  and  a 
neutral  has  a  perfect  right  to  transport  his  goods  in  a  belligerent  ves- 
sel. These  rights  do  not  interfere  with  each  other.  The  neutral  has 
no  control  over  the  belligerent  right  to  arm  -«  ought  he  to  be  account» 
able  for  the  exercise  of  it  ? 

*  By  placing  neutral  property  in  a  belligerent  ship,  that  [  *  427  ] 
propeiirty,  according  to  the  positive  rules  of  law,  does  not 
cease  to  be  neutraL     Why  should  it  be  changed  by  the  exercise  of  a 
belligerent  right,  universally  acknowledged  and  in  common  use  when 
the  rule  was  laid  down,  and  over  which  the  neutral  had  no  control  ? 

The  belligerent  answers,  that,  by  arming,  his  rights  are  impaired 
By  placing  his  goods  under  the  guns  of  an  enemy,  the  neutral  has 
tc^en  part  with  the  enemy,  and  assumed  the  hostile  character. 

Previous  to  that  examination  which  the  court  has  been  able  to 
make  of  the  reasoning  by  which  this  proposition  is  sustained,  one 
remark  will  be  made  which  applies  to  a  great  part  of  it.  The  argu- 
ment which,  taken  in  its  fair  sense,  would  prove  that  it  is  unlawful 
to  deposit  goods  for  transportation  in  the  vessel  of  an  enemy  gene- 
rally, however  imposing  its  form,  must  be  unsound,  because  it  is  in 
contradiction  to  acknowledged  law. 

It  is  said  that  by  depositing  goods  on  board  an  armed  belligerent 
the  right  of  search  may  be  impaired,  perhaps  defeated. 

What  is  this  right  of  search  ?  Is  it  a  substantive  and  independent 
right  wantonly,  and  in  the  pride  of  power,  to  vex  and  harass  neutral 
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commerce,  because  there  is  a  capacity  to  do  so  ?  or  to  indulge  the 
idle  and  mischievous  curiosity  of  looldng  into  neutral  trade  ?  or  the 
assumption  of  a  right  to  control  it  ?  If  it  be  such  a  substantive 
and  independent  right,  it  would  be  better  that  cargoes  should  be 
inspected  in  port  before  the  sailing  of  the  vessel,  or  that  belligerent 
licenses  should  be  procured.    But  this  is  not  its  character. 

Belligerents  have  a  full  and  perfect  right  to  capture  enemy  goods 
and  articles  going  to  their  enemy  which  are  contraband  of  war.  To 
the  exercise  of  that  right,  the  right  of  search  is  essential.  It  is  a 
means  justified  by  the  end.  It  has  been  truly  denominated  a  right 
growing  out  of,  and  ancillary  to,  the  greater  right  of  capture. 
[  *  428  ]  Where  this  greater  right  may  be  legally  exercised  *  with- 
out search,  the  right  of  search  can  never  arise  or  come  into 
question. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  exercise  of  this  right  may  be  prevented,  by 
thq  inability  of  the  party  claiming  it,  to  capture  the  belligerent  carrier 
of  neutral  property. 

And  what  injury  results  fiK)m  this  circumstance  ?  If  the  property 
be  neutral,  what  mischief  is  done  by  its  escaping  a  search.  In  so 
doing  there  is  no  sin,  even  as  against  the  belligerent,  if  it  can  be 
effected  by  lawful  means.  The  neutral  cannot  justify  the  use  of 
force  or  fraud ;  but  if,  by  means  lawful  in  themselves,  he  can  escape 
this  vexatious  procedure,  he  may  certainly  employ  them. 

To  the  argument  that,  by  placing  his  goods  in  the  vessel  of  an 
armed  enemy,  he  connects  himself  with  that  enemy,  and  assumes  the 
hostile  character,  it  is  answered  that  no  such  connection  exists. 

The  object  of  the  neutral  is  the  transportation  of  his  goods.  His 
connection  with  the  vessel  which  transports  them  is  the  same,  whether 
that  vessel  be  armed  or  unarmed.  The  act  of  arming  is  not  his — it 
is  the  act  of  a  party  who  has  a  right  so  to  do.  He  meddles  not 
with  the  armament,  nor  with  the  war.  Whether  his  goods  were  on 
board  or  not,  the  vessel  would  be  armed  and  would  sail.  His  goods 
do  not  contribute  to  the  armament  further  than  the  frei^t  he  pays, 
and  freight  he  would  pay  were  the  vessel  unarmed. 

It  is  difficult  to  perceive,  in  this  argument,  any  thing  which  does 
not  also  apply  to  an  unarmed  vessel  In  both  instances,  it  is  the 
right  and  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  avoid  capture  and  to  prevent  a 
search.  There  is  no  difference,  except  in  the  degree  of  capacity  to 
carry  this  duty  into  effect.  The  argument  would  operate  against 
the  rule  which  permits  the  neutral  merchant  to  employ  a  belligerent 
vessel  without  imparting  to  his  goods  the  belligerent  character. 

The  argument  respecting  resistance  stands  on  the  same  ground 
with  that  which  respects  arming.    Both  are  lawful.    Neither  of  them 
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is  chargeable  to  the  goods,  *  or  their  owner,  where  he  has  [  •  429  ] 

taken  no  part  in  it     They  are  incidents  to  the  character  of 

the  vessel ;  and  may  always  occur  where  the  carrier  is  belligerent. 

It  is  remarkable  that  no  express  authority  on  either  side  of  this 
question  can  be  found  in  the  books.  A  few  scanty  materials,  made 
up  of  inferences  from  cases  depending  on  other  principles,  have  been 
gleaned  from  the  books,  and  employed  by  both  parties.  They  are, 
certainly,  not  dedsive  for  or  against  either. 

The  celebrated  case  of  the  Swedish  convoy  has  been  pressed  into 
the  service.  But  that  case  decided  no  more  than  this,  that  a  neutral 
may  arm,  but  cannot  by  force  resist  a  search.  The  reasoning  of  the 
judge  on  that  occasion  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  resistance 
condemned  the  cargo,  because  it  was  unlawful  It  has  been  inferred 
on  the  one  side  that  the  goods  would  be  infected  by  the  resistance 
of  the  ship,  and  on  the  other  that  a  resistance  which  is  lawful,  and  is 
not  produced  by  the  goods,  will  not  change  their  character. 

The  case  of  The  Catharine  Elizabeth,  5  Rob.  232,  approaches 
more  nearly  to  that  of  The  Nereide,  because  in  that  case,  as  in  this, 
there  were  neutral  goods  and  a  belligerent  vessel.  It  was  certainly 
a  case,  not  of  resistance,  but  of  an  attempt  by  a  part  of  the  crew  to 
seize  the  capturing  vessel.  Between  such  an  attempt  and  an  attempt 
to  take  the  same  vessel  previous  to  capture,  there  does  not  seem  to  be 
a  total  dissimilitude.  But  it  is  the  reasoning  of  the  judge,  and  not  his 
decision,  of  which  the  claimants  would  avail  themselves.  He  distin- 
guishes between  the  effect  which  the  employment  of  force  by  a 
belligerent  owner  or  by  a  neutral  owner  would  have  on  neutral  goods. 
The  first  is  lawful,  the  last  unlawful.  The  belligerent  owner  violates 
no  duty.  He  is  held  by  force,  and  may  escape  if  he  can.  From  the 
marginal  note  it  appears  that  the  reporter  understood  this  case  to 
decide,  in  principle,  that  resistance  by  a  belligerent  vessel  would  not 
confiscate  the  cargo.  It  is  only  in  a  case  without  express  authority 
that  such  materials  can  be  relied  on. 

K  the  neutral  character  of  the  goods  is  forfeited  by  the  resistance 
of  the  belligerent  vessel,  why  is  not  the  neutral  character  of 
the  passengers  forfeited  by  the  same  *  cause  ?  The  master  [  *  430  ] 
and  crew  are  prisoners  of  war ;  why  are  not  those  pas- 
sengers who  did  not  engage  in  the  conflict  also  prisoners  ?  That 
they  are  not,  would  seem  to  the  court  to  afford  a  strong  argument  in 
favor  of  the  goods.  The  law  would  operate  in  the  same  manner  on 
both. 

It  cannot  escape  observation,  that,  in  argument,  the  neutral  freighter 
has  been  continually  represented  as  arming  The  Nereide,  and  impel- 
ling her  to  hostility.    He  is  represented  as  drawing  forth  and  guiding 
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her  warlike  energies.  The  court  does  not  so  understand  the  ease. 
The  Nereide  was  armed,  governed,  and  conducted  by  belligerents. 
With  her  force,  or  her  conduct,  the  neutral  shippers  had  no  concern. 
They  deposited  their  goods  on  board  the  vessel,  and  stipulated  for 
their  direct  transportation  to  Buenos  Ayres.  It  is  true  that,  on  her 
passage,  she  had  a  right  to  defend  herself,  did  defend  herself,  and 
might  have  captured  an  assailing  vessel;  but  to  search  for  the 
enemy  would  have  been  a  violation  of  the  charter-party  and  of  her 
duty. 

With  a  pencil  dipped  in  the  most  vivid  colors,  and  guided  by  the 
hand  of  a  master,  a  splendid  portrait  has  been  drawn,  exhibiting  this 
vessel  and  her  freighter  as  forming  a  single  figure,  composed  of  the 
most  discordant  materials,  of  peace  and  war.  So  exquisite  was  the 
skill  of  the  artist,  so  dazzling  the  garb  in  which  the  figure  was  pre- 
sented, that  it  required  the  exercise  of  that  cold  investigating  faculty 
which  ought  always  to  belong  to  those  who  sit  on  this  bench,  to 
discover  its  only  imperfection ;  its  want  of  resemblance. 

The  Nereide  has  not  that  centaur-like  appearance  which  has  been 
ascribed  to  her.  She  does  not  rove  over  the  ocean,  hurling  the 
thunders  of  war  while  sheltered  by  the  olive  branch  of  peace.  She 
is  not  composed  in  part  of  the  neutral  character  of  Mr.  Pinto,  and 
in  part  of  the  hostile  character  of  her  owner.  She  is  an  open  and 
declared  belligerent ;  claiming  all  the  rights,  and  subject  to  all  the 
dangers,  of  the  belligerent  character.  She  conveys  neutral  property, 
which  does  not  engage  in  her  warlike  equipments,  or  in  any  employ- 
ment she  may  make  of  them ;  which  is  put  on  board  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  transportation,  and  which  encounters  the  hazard 
[  •  431  ]  incident  •  to  its  situation ;  the  hazard  of  being  taken  into 
port,  and  obliged  to  seek  another  conveyance,  should  its 
carrier  be  captured. 

In  this  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  there  is  nothing 
imlawful.  The  characters  of  the  vessel  and  cargo  remain  as  distinct 
in  this  as  in  any  other  case.  The  sentence,  therefore,  of  the  circuit 
court  must  be  reversed,  and  the  property  claimed  by  Manuel  Pinto 
for  himself  and  his  partners,  and  for  those  other  Spaniards  for  whom 
he  has  claimed,  be  restored,  and  the  libel,  as  to  that  property,  be 
dismissed. 

Johnson,  J.  Circumstances,  known  to  this  court,  have  imposed 
upon  me,  in  a  great  measure,  the  responsibility  of  this  decision.  I 
approach  the  case  with  all  the  hesitation  which  respect  for  the  opinion 
of  others,  and  a  conviction  of  the  novelty  and  importance  of  some 
of  the  questions,  are  calculated  to  inspire.   The  same  respect  imposes 
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upon  me  an  obligation  briefly  to  state  the  course  of  reasoning  by 
which  I  am  led  to  my  conclusion. 

On  the  minor  points  I  feel  no  difficulty.  There  is  nothing  to 
support  the  charge  of  English  domiciliation ;  the  charges  of  prevari- 
cation are  satisfactorily  explained ;  and,  on  the  question  of  national 
character,  we  must  yet  awhile  reluctantly  yield  to  the  acknowledg- 
ment that  Buenos  Ayres  is  not  free. 

On  the  construction  of  the  Spanish  treaty,  I  feel  as  little  hesitation. 
That  a  stipulation,  calculated  solely  to  produce  an  extension  of  neu- 
tral rights,  should  involve  in  itself  a  restriction  of  neutral  rights ; 
that  a  mutual  and  gratuitous  concession  of  a  belligerent  right,  should 
draw  after  it  a  necessary  relinquishment  of  a  neutral  right,  which  has 
never  yielded  but  to  express  and  (generally)  extorted  stipulation ; 
are  conclusions  whoUy  irreconcilable  to  any  principle  of  logiced 
deduction. 

Nor  does  the  argument  founded  on  reciprocity  stand  on  any  better 
ground.  There  is  a  principle  of  reciprocity  known  to  courts  admin- 
istering international  law ;  but  I  trust  it  is  a  reciprocity  of  benevo- 
lence, and  that  the  angry  passions  which  produce  revenge  and  retali- 
ation, will  never  exert  their  influence  on  the  administration 
of  •justice.  Dismal  would  be  the  state  of  the  world,  and  [  •432  ] 
melancholy  the  office  of  a  judge,  if  all  the  evils  which  the 
perfidy  and  injustice  of  power  inflict  on  individual  man,  were  to  be 
reflected  from  the  tribunals  which  profess  peace  and  good-will  to  all 
mankind.  Nor  is  it  easy  to  see  how  this  principle  of  reciprocity,  on 
the  broad  scale  by  which  it  has  been  protracted  in  this  case,  can  be 
reconciled  to  the  distribution  of  power  made  in  our  constitution 
among  the  three  great  departments  of  government.  To  the  legisla- 
tive power  alone  it  must  belong  to  determine  when  the  violence  of 
other  nations  is  to  be  met  by  violence.  To  the  judiciary,  to  admin- 
ister law  and  justice  as  it  is,  not  as  it  is  made  to  be  by  the  folly  or 
caprice  of  other  nations. 

The  last  question  in  the  case  is  the  only  one  on  which  I  feel  the 
slightest  difficulty. 

The  general  rule,  the  incontestable  principle  is,  that  a  neutral  has 
a  right  to  employ  a  belligerent  carrier.  He  exposes  himself  thereby 
to  capture  and  detention,  but  not  to  condemnation. 

To  support  the  condemnation  in  this  case,  it  is  necessary  to  estab- 
lish an  exception  to  this  rule ;  and  it  is  important  to  lay  down  the 
exceptions  contended  for,  with  truth  and  precision. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  contended  that  a  neutral  has  not  a  right  to 
Iransport  his  goods  on  board  of  an  armed  belligerent. 
VOL.  III.  35 
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Secondly,  that  if  this  right  be  conceded,  Pinto,  in  this  case,  has 
carried  the  exercise  of  it  beyond  the  duties  of  fair  neutrality ; 

1.  By  laying  the  vessel  under  the  obligation  of  a  contract  to  sail 
with  convoy. 

2.  By  chartering  an  entire  armed  vessel  of  the  enemy,  and  thus 
expediting  an  armed  hostile  force. 

3.  By  taking  in  enemy  goods  on  fireight,  and  thereby  lajring  him- 
self under  an  implied  contract  that  the  armament  of  the  vessel  should 

be  used  in  its  defence. 
[  *433  ]      *4.  It  was  also  contended  that  he  had,  in  fact,  armed  the 
vessel  after  chartering  her,  and  increased  her  force  by  admit- 
ting passengers. 

5.  That  the  correspondence,  found  on  board,  shows  that  the  arma* 
ment  was  immediately  directed  against  capture  by  Americans. 

On  the  first  and  principal  ground  much  may  be  said,  but  nothing 
added  to  the  ingenious  discussion  which  it  has  received  from  coun- 
sel. 

The  question  is,  why  may  not  a  neutral  transport  his  goods  on 
board  an  armed  belligerent?  No  writer  on  the  law  of  nations  has 
suggested  this  restriction  on  his  rights ;  and  it  can  only  be  sustained 
on  the  ground  of  its  obstructing  the  exercise  of  some  belligerent  right. 
"What  belligerent  right  does  it  interfere  with?  Not  the  right  of 
search,  for  that  has  relation  to  the  converse  case ;  it  is  a  right  result- 
ing from  the  right  of  capturing  enemy's  goods  in  a  neutral  bottom. 
It  must  be  then  the  right,  which  every  nation  asserts,  of  being  the 
sole  arbiter  of  its  own  conduct'  towards  other  nations,  and  deciding 
for  itself,  whether  property,  claimed  as  neutral,  be  owned  as  claimed 
The  question  is  thus  fairly  stated  between  the  neutral  and  belligerent 
On  the  one  hand,  the  neutral  claims  the  right  of  transporting  his 
goods  in  the  hostile  bottom ;  on  the  other,  the  belligerent  objects  to 
his  doing  it  under  such  circumstances  as  to  impair  his  right  of  judg- 
ing, between  himself  and  the  neutral,  on  the  neutrality  of  his  property 
and  conduct.  The  evidence  of  authority,  the  practice  of  the  -world, 
and  the  reason  and  nature  of  things,  must  decide  between  them. 

All  these  are,  in  my  opinion,  in  favor  of  the  neutral  claim. 

Every  writer  on  international  law  acknowledges  the  right  of  the 
neutral  to  transport  his  goods  in  a  hostile  bottom.  No  writer  has 
restricted  the  exercise  of  that  right  to  unarmed  ships. 

Every  civilized  nation  (with  the  exception  of  Spain)  has  unequivo- 
cally acknowledged  the  existence  of  this  right,  unless  it  be 
[  •434  ]  relinquished  by  express  stipulation,  'and,  even  with  regard 
to  Spain,  the  evidence  is  wholly  unsatisfactory  to  prove  that 
she  maintains  a  different  doctrine.     My  present  belief  is,  that  she 
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does  not ;  but,  admit  that  she  does ;  and  surely  the  practice  of  one 
nation,  and  that  one  not  the  most  enlightened  or  commercial,  ought 
not  to  be  permitted  to  control  the  law  of  the  world 

And  what  is  the  decision  of  reason  on  the  merits  of  these  conflict- 
ing pretensions  ? 

Her  first  and  favorite  answer  would  be,  that  were  the  scales 
equally  suspended  between  the  parties,  the  dedsion  ought  to  be 
given  in  favor  of  humanity. 

Already  is  the  aspect  of  the  world  sufficientiy  darkened  by  the 
horrors  of  war.  It  is  time  to  listen  to  the  desponding  claims  of  a 
man  engaged  in  the  peaceful  pursuits  of  life. 

But  there  are  considerations  in  favor  of  the  neutral  to  which  the 
heart  need  not  assent ;  they  are  addressed  to  the  judgment  alone. 

Admit  the  claim  of  the  belligerent,  and  you  firitter  away  the  right 
of  the  neutral  until  it  is  attenuated  to  a  vision. 

Admit  the  claim  of  the  neutral,  and  it  is  attended  with  a  very 
immaterial  change  in  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  belligerent 

Where  are  we  to  draw  the  line  ?  K  a  vessel  is  not  to  be  armed, 
what  is  to  amount  to  an  exceptionable  armament  ?  It  extends  to  an 
absolute  and  total  privation  of  the  right  of  arming  a  hostile  ship. 
Resistance,  and  even  capture,  is  lawful  to  any  belligerent  that  is 
attacked. 

On  the  other  hand,  what  injury  is  done  to  the  belligerent  by  recog- 
nizing the  right  of  the  neutral  ?  The  cargo  of  a  belligerent  neither 
adds  to  nor  diminishes  his  right  to  resist.  K  empty,  he  must  be 
subdued  before  he  can  be  possessed ;  and,  if  laden,  the  right  or  faculty 
of  resistance  is  in  nowise  increased.  It  is  inherent  in  her  national 
character,  and  can  be  exercised  by  strict  right,  without  any 
reference  to  the  cargo  that  she  •contains.  Suppose  the  [•435] 
case  of  a  Vessel  and  cargo*  wholly  neutral ;  even  she  posses- 
ses a  natural  right  to  resist  seizure;  but  her  resistance  must  be 
effectual,  or  international  law  pronounces  her  forfeited.  What  injury 
results  to  the  belligerent  cruizer  ?  H  the  cargo  be  really  neutral,  the 
exercise  of  his  right  of  judging  becomes  immaterial ;  and  if  it  be 
contraband,  or  otherwise  subject  to  condemnation,  what  reason  in 
nature  can  be  assigned  why  the  neutral  owner  should  not  throw 
himself  upon  the  fortune  of  war,  and  rely  upon  the  protection  of 
your  enemy  ?  You  treat  him  as  an  enemy,  if  captured,  and  why 
should  not  he  regard  you  as  an  enemy,  and  provide  for  his  defence 
against  you  ?  I  can  very  well  conceive  that  a  case  may  occur  in 
which  it  may  become  the  policy  of  this  country  to  throw  down  the 
gauntiet  to  the  world,  and  assert  a  different  principle.  But  the  policy 
of  these  States  is  submitted  to  the  wisdom  of  the  legislature,  and  I 
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shall  feel  myself  bound  by  other  reasons  until  the  constitational 
power  shall  decide  what  modifications  it  will  prescribe  to  the  exercise 
of  any  acknowledged  neutral  right. 

The  second  ground  of  exception  resolves  itself  into  several  points, 
and  presents,  to  my  mind,  the  greatest  difficulties  in  the  case. 

1.  There  is  a  stipulation  contained  in  the  charter-party,  that  the 
vessel  shall  sail  with  convoy. 

2.  Pinto  chartered  the  whole  vessel. 

3.  He  took  in  sub-af&eightment  of  hostile  goods. 

4.  It  is  contended  he  had  contributed  to  the  arming  and  manning 
of  the  vessel  after  chartering  her. 

5.  And  that  her  equipment  was  pointedly  against  American  captuie. 
With  regard  to  the  two  latter  points,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

evidence  does  not  prove  that  Pinto  contributed  to  the  armament  of 
the  vessel ;  and  if  she  was  armed  by  the  owners,  that  it  was  against 
American  capture  is  immaterial  As  to  the  passengers,  Pinto  had 
no  control  over  the  reception  of  them  into  the  vessel. '  He 
[  *  436  ]  had  *  taken  the  hold  and  two  berths  in  the  cabin ;  as  to  the 
residue  it  remained  subject  to  the  disposal  of  the  captain  or 
owner. 

With  regard  to  the  three  other  points,  after  the  best  consideration 
that  I  have  been  able  to  give  the  subject,  I  satisfy  my  mind  by  two 
considerations. 

1.  I  will  not  now  give  an  opinion  upon  the  abstract  case  of  an 
individual  neutral  to  all  the  world.  It  is  known  that  Pinto  was 
liable  to  capture  both  by  the  French  and  Carthaginians.  This 
justified  him  in  placing  himself  under  British  protection ;  and  if,  in 
the  exercise  of  this  unquestionable  right,  he  has  incidentally  impaired 
the  exercise  of  our  right  of  seizure  for  adjudication,  we  have  nothing 
to  complain  of.  The  case  occurs  daily ;  and  nothing  but  candor 
and  fairness  can  be  exacted  of  a  neutral  under  such  circumstances. 

2.  There  appears  to  prevail  much  misconception  with  regard  to  the 
control  acquired  by  Pinto,  in  this  vessel,  under  the  charter-party. 
His  contract  gave  him  the  occupation  of  the  hold  of  the  vessel  and 
two  berths  in  the  cabin ;  but  went  no  further.  Over  the  conduct  of 
the  master  and  crew,  in  navigating  or  defending  the  vessel,  it  com- 
municated to  him  no  power.  It  is  true  that,  by  the  conduct  of  the 
master  and  the  fate  of  the  vessel,  he  might  be  incidentally  affected  as 
a  sub-fireighter,  and  so  far  he  had  an  interest  in  her  defence ;  still, 
however,  it  is  reducible  to  the  general  interest  which  he  had  in  the 
performance  of  the  voyage,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  ever  acted 
under  an  idea  of  being  authorized  to  control  the  conduct  of  tte 
captain,  or  took  any  part  in  the  conflict  which  preceded  the  capture. 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
property  restored. 

Story,  J.  My  opinion  will  be  confined  to  the  point  last  argued, 
because  it  definitively  disposes  of  the  cause  against  the  claim  of  Mr. 
Pinto. 

The  facts  material  to  this  point,  are  that  Mr.  Pinto  chartered  The 
Nereide,  an  uncommissioned  armed  ship  belonging  to  Brit- 
ish subjects,  for  a  voyage  firom  London  •to  Buenos  Ayres,  [  *  437  ] 
and  back  to  London,  at  a  stipulated  freight  The  ship  was 
to  be  navigated  during  the  voyage,  at  the  expense  of  the  general 
owner,  who  expressly  covenanted,  in  the  charter-party  -with  Mr. 
Pinto,  that  she  should  sail  on  the  voyage  under  British  convoy. 
Mr.  Pinto,  having  thus  hired  the  whole  ship,  took  on  board  sundry 
shipments,  partly  on  his  own  or  Spanish  account,  and  partly  on 
account  of  British  merchants,  from  whom  he  was  to  receive,  in  lieu 
of  freight,  a  portion  of  the  profits  and  commissions.  The  Nereide 
sailed  with  her  cargo  under  British*  convoy,  and  with  instructions 
from  the  owner  to  the  master  to  govern  himself,  in.  relation  to  the 
objects  of  the  charter-party,  according  to  the  direction  of  Mr.  Pinto, 
who  accompanied  the  ship  in  the  voyage.  During  the  passage  to 
Buenos  Ayres,  The  Nereide  was  accidentally  separated  from  the 
convoy,  and,  while  endeavoring  to  regain  it,  was,  after  a  vigorous 
but  unsuccessful  resistance,  captured  by  the  privateer  Governor 
Tompkins,  and  brought  into  New  York  for  adjudication. 

It  is  explicitly  asserted,  in  the  testimony,  that  Mr.  Pinto  took  no 
part  in  the  resistance  at  the  time  of  the  capture. 

The  question  is,  whether,  upon  these  facts,  Mr.  Pinto,  assuming 
him  to  be  a  neutral,  has  so  incorporated  himself  with  the  enemy 
interests  as  to  forfeit  that  protection  which  the  neutral  charact^ 
would  otherwise  afford  him. 

The  general  doctrine,  though  formerly  subject  to  many  learned 
doubts,  is  now  incontrovertibly  established,  that  neutral  goods  may 
be  lawfully  put  on  board  of  an  enemy  ship  without  being  prize  of 
war.  As  this  doctrine  is  asserted  in  the  most  broad  and  unqualified 
manner  in  publicists,  it  is  thence  attempted  to  be  inferred,  by  the 
counsel  for  the  claimant,  that  no  distinction  can  exist  whether  the 
ship  be  armed  or  unarmed,  or  be  captured  with  or  without  resist- 
ance —  arguments  of  this  sort  are  liable  to  many  objections,  and  are, 
in  general,  wholly  unsatisfactory.  Elementary  writers  rarely  explain 
the  {»rinciples  of  public  law  with  the  minute  distinctions  which  legal 
precision  requires.  Many  of  the  most  important  doctrines  of  the 
prize  courts  will  not  be  found  to  be  treated  of,  or  even  glanced  at,  in 

35' 
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the  elaborate  treatises  of  Grotius,  or  PufTendorf,  or  VatteL  A  striking 

illustration  is  their  total  silence  as  to  the  illegality  and  penal 
[  •  438  ]  consequences  *  of  a  trade  with  the  public  enemy.     Even 

Bynkershoek,  who  writes  professedly  on  prize  law,  is  defi- 
cient in  many  important  doctrines  which  evCTy  day  regulate  the 
decrees  of  prize  tribunab.  And  the  complexity  of  modern  commerce 
has  added  incalculably  to  the  number  as  well  as  the  intricacy  of 
questions  of  national  law.  In  what  publicist  are  to  be  found  the 
doctrines  as  to  the  illegality  of  carrying  enemy  dispatches,  and  of 
engaging  in  the  coasting,  fishing,  or  other  privileged  trade  of  the 
enemy?  Where  are  transfers  in  transitu  pronounced  to  be  illegal? 
Where  are  accurately  and  systematically  stated  all  the  ciicum- 
stances  which  impress  upon  the  neutral,  a  general,  or  a  limited, 
hostile  character,  either  by  reason  of  his  domicile,  his  territorial 
possessions,  or  his  connection  in  a  house  of  trade,  in  the  enemy 
country?  The  search  would  be  nearly  in  vain  in  the  celebrated' 
jurists  whose  authority  has  been  quoted  to  silence  the  present 
inquiry.  Yet  the  argument  would  be  no  less  forcible  that  these 
doctrines  have  not  a  legal  existence  because  not  found  in  systematic 
treatises  on  the  law  of  nations,  than  that  which  has  been  so  eamestiy 
pressed  upon  us  by  the  counsel  for  the  claimants.  The  assumed 
inference  is  then  utterly  inadmissible.  The  question  before  the  court 
must  be  settied  upon  other  grounds ;  upon  a  just  application  of  the 
principles  which  regulate  neutral,  as  weU  as  belligerent,  rights  and 
duties.     Let  us,  then,  proceed  to  consider  them :  — 

It  is  a  clear  maxim  of  national  law  that  a  neutral  is  bound  to  a 
perfect  impartiality  as  to  all  the  belligerents.  If  he  incorporate  him- 
self into  the  measures  or  policy  of  either,  if  he  become  auxiliary  to 
the  enterprises  or  acts  of  either,  he  forfeits  his  neutral  character. 
Nor  is  this  all.  In  relation  to  his  commerce,  he  is  bound  to  submit 
to  the  belligerent  right  of  search,  and  he  cannot  lawfully  adopt  any 
measures  whose  direct  object  is  to  withdraw  that  commerce  firom  tiie 
most  liberal  and  accurate  search,  without  the  application,  on  the  part 
of  the  belligerent,  of  superior  force.  If  he  resist  this  exercise  of 
lawful  right,  or  if,  with  a  view  to  resist  it,  he  take  the  protection  of 
an  armed  neutral  convoy,  he  is  treated  as  an  enemy,  and  his  property 
is  confiscated.  Nor  is  it  at  all  material  whether  the  resistance  be 
direct  or  constructive.    The  resistance  of  the  convoy  is  the  resistance 

of  all  the  ships  associated  under  the  common  protection, 
[  *  439  ]  without  any  •distinction  whether  the  convoy  belong  to  the 

same  or  to  a  foreign,  neutral  sovereign  —  for,  upon  tiie  prin- 
ciples of  natural  justice,  a  neutral  is  justiy  chargeable  with  the  acts 
of  the  party  which  he  voluntarily  adopts,  or  of  which  he  seeks  the 
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shelter  and  protection.  Qui  sentU  commodum  sentire  debet  et  onus  — 
these  principles  are  recognized  in  the  memorable  cases  of  The  Maria, 
X  Rob.  340,  and  The  Elsebe,  6  Rob.  173 ;  and  can  never  be  shaken 
without  delivering  over  to  endless  controversy  and  conflict  the  msud- 
time  rights  of  the  world. 

It  has,  however,  been  supposed,  by  the  counsel  of  the  claimants, 
that  a  distinction  exists  between  taking  the  protection  of  a  neutral, 
and  of  a  belligerent  convoy.  That  in  the  former  case  all  armament 
for  resistance  is  unlawful ;  but  in  the  latter  case  it  is  not  only  lawful, 
bat  in  the  highest  degree  commendable.  That  although  an  unlawful 
act,  as  resistance  by  a  neutral  convoy,  may  justly  aiFect  the  whole 
associated  ships ;  yet  it  is  otherwise  of  a  lawful  act,  as  resistance  of 
a  belligerent  ship,  for  no  forfeiture  can  reasonably  grow  out  of  such 
an  act,  which  is  strictly  justifiable. 

The  fallacy  of  the  argument  consists  in  assuming  the  very  groimd 
in  controversy,  and  in  confounding  things  in  their  own  nature 
entirely  distinct  An  act  perfectly  lawful  in  a  belligerent,  may  be 
flagrantly  wrongful  in  a  neutral.  A  belligerent  may  lawfully  resist 
search ;  a  neutral  is  bound  to  submit  to  it.  A  belligerent  may  carry  on 
his  commerce  by  force ;  a  neutral  cannot.  A  belligerent  may  capture 
the  property  of  his  enemy  on  the  ocean ;  a  neutral  has  no  authority 
whatever  to  make  captures.  The  same  act,  therefore,  that,  with 
reference  to  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  one,  may  be  tortious,  may, 
with  reference  to  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  other,  be  perfectiy  justi- 
fiable. The  act  then,  as  to  its  character,  is  to  be  judged  of,  not 
merely  by  that  of  the  parties  through  whose  immediate  instrumen- 
tality it  is  done,  but  also  by  the  character  of  those,  who,  having 
cooperated  in,  assented  to,  or  sought  protection  from  it,  would  yet 
withdraw  themselves  from  the  penalties  of  the  act  It  is  analogous 
to  the  case  at  common  law  where  an  act,  justifiable  in  one  party,  does 
not,  from  that  fact  alone,  shelter  his  coadjutor.  They  must 
stand  or  fall  upon  •their  own  merits.  It  would  be  strange  [  ^440  ] 
indeed,  if,  because  a  belligerent  may  kill  his  enemy,  a  neutral 
may  aid  in  the  act ;  or  because  a  belligerent  may  resist  search,  a 
neutral  may  cooperate  to  make  it  eflectual.  It  is,  therefore,  an 
assumption  utterly  inadmissible,  that  a  neutral  can  avail  himself  of 
the  lawful  act  of  an  enemy  to  protect  himself  in  an  evasion  of  a  clear 
belligerent  right 

And  what  reason  can  there  be  for  the  distinction  contended  for  ? 
Why  is  the  resistance  of  the  convoy  deemed  the  resistance  of  the 
whole  neutral  associated  ships,  let  them  belong  to  whom  they  may  ? 
It  is  not  that  there  is  a  direct  and  immediate  cooperation  in 
the  resistance,  because    the    case    supposes  the  contrary.      It  is 
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not  that  the  resistance  of  the  convoy  of  the  sovereign  is  deemed 
an  act  to  which  all  his  own  subjects  consent,  because  the  ships  of 
foreign  subjects  would  then  be  exempted.  It  is  because  there  is  a 
constructive  resistance  resulting  in  law  from  the  common  association 
and  voluntary  protection  against  search,  under  a  full  knowledge  of 
the  intentions  of  the  convoy  ?  Then  the  principle  applies  as  well  to 
a,  belligerent  as  to  a  neutral  convoy  ?  For  it  is  manifest  that  the 
belligerent  will,  at  all  events,  resist  search ;  and  it  is  quite  as  manifest 
that  the  neutral  seeks  belligerent  protection  with  an  intent  to  evade 
it  Is  it  that  an  evasion  of  search,  by  the  employment,  protection,  or 
terror  of  force,  is  inconsistent  with  neutral  duties  ?  Then  a  fortiori 
the  principle  applies  to  a  case  of  belligerent  convoy,  for  the  resistance 
must  be  presumed  to  be  more  obstinate  and  the  search  more  perilous. 
There  can  be  but  little  doubt  that  it  is  upon  the  latter  principles 
that  the  penalty  of  confiscation  is  applied  to  neutrals.  The  law  pro- 
ceeds yet  further,  and  deems  the  sailing  under  convoy  as  an  act  per 
86  inconsistent  with  neutrality,  as*  a  premeditated  attempt  to  oppose, 
if  practicable,  the  right  of  search,  and,  therefore,  attributes  to  such 
preliminary  act,  the  full  effect  of  actual  resistance.  In  this  respect  it 
applies  a  rule  analogous  to  that  in  cases  of  blockade,  where  the  act 
of  sailing  with  an  intent  to  break  a  blockade,  is  deemed  a  sufficient 
breach  to  authorize  confiscation.     And  Sir  W.   Scott  manifestly 

recognizes  the  correctness  of  this  doctrine  in  The  Maria, 
[  *441  ]  *  although  the  circumstances  of  that  case  did  not  require  its 

rigorous  application. 
Indeed,  in  relation  to  a  neutral  convoy,  the  evidence  of  an  intent 
to  resist,  as  well  as  of  constructive  resistance,  is  far  more  equivocal 
than  in  case  of  a  belligerent  convoy.  In  the  latter  case,  it  is  necessa- 
rily known  to  the  convoyed  ships  that  the  belligerent  is  bound  to 
resist,  and  will  resist,  until  overcome  by  superior  force.  It  is  impossi- 
ble, therefore,  to  join  such  convoy  without  an  intention  to  receive  the 
protection  of  belligerent  force,  in  such  manner,  and  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, as  the  belligerent  may  choose  to  apply  it.  It  is  an 
adoption  of  his  acts,  and  an  assistance  of  his  interests  during  the 
assumed  voyage.  To  render  the  convoy  an  effectual  protection,  it  is 
necessary  to  interchange  signals  and  instructions,  to  communicate 
information,  and  to  watch  the  approach  of  every  enemy.  The  neu- 
tral solicitously  aids  and  cooperates  in  all  these  important  transac- 
tions, and  thus  far  manifestly  sides  with  the  belligerent,  and  performs, 
as  to  him,  a  meritorious  Service — a  service  as  little  reconcilable 
with  neutral  duties,  as  the  agency  of  a  spy,  or  the  fiuud  of  a  bearer 
of  hostile  dispatches.  In  respect  to  a  neutral  convoy,  the  inference 
of  constructive  cooperation  and  hostility  is  far  less  certain  and  direct. 
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To  condemn,  in  such  case,  is  pushing  the  doctrine  to  a  great  extent, 
since  it  is  acting  upon  the  presumption,  which  is  not  permitted  to  be 
contradicted,  that  all  the  convoyed  ships  distinctly  understood  and 
adopted  the  objects  of  the  convoy,  and  intimately  blended  their  own 
interests  witji  hostile  resistance. 

There  is  not,  then,  the  slightest  reason  for  the  favorable  distinc- 
tion, as  to  the  belligerent  convoy,  assumed  by  counsel.  On  the  con- 
trary, every  presumption  of  hostility  is,  in  such  case,  more  violent, 
and  every  suspicion  of  unneutral  conduct  more  inflamed.  And  so  in 
the  argument  of  The  Maria,  1  Rob.  346,  it  was  conceded  by  the 
counsel  for  the  claimants,  and  recognized  by  the  court  It  was  there 
said  by  counsel  that  it  seemed  admitted  by  the  court,  on  a  former 
day,  that  there  was  a  just  distinction  to  be  made  between  the  two 
cases  of  convoy,  namely :  between  the  convoy  of  an  enemy's  force, 
and  a  neutral  convoy;  that  the  former  (that  is,  enemy  convoy) 
would  stamp  a  primary  character  of  hostility  on  all  ships 
•sailing  under  its  protection,  and  it  would  rest  on  the  par-  [  ^442  ] 
ties  to  take  themselves  out  of  the  presumption  raised  against 
them ;  but  that,  even  in  that  case,  it  would  be  nothing  more  than  a 
presumption,  which  had  been  determined  by  a  late  case  before  the 
lords.  The  Sampson,  Barney,  an  asserted  American  ship  sailing  with 
French  cruizers,  at  the  time  they  engaged  some  English  ships,  and 
communicating  with  the  French  ships  by  signal  for  battle.  That,  in 
that  case,  although  there  had  been  a  condemnation  in  the  court 
below,  the  lords  sent  it  to  further  proof  to  ascertain  whether  there 
had  been  an  actual  resistance.  Sir  Wm.  Scott  emphatically  observed: 
"  I  do  not  admit  the  authority  of  that  case  to  the  extent  to  which 
you  push  it.  That  question  is  still  reserved,  although  the  lords  might 
wish  to  know  as  much  of  the  facts  as  possible."  It  is  clear,  from 
this  language,  that  the  learned  judge  did  not  admit  that  the  party 
could  be  legally  permitted  to  contradict  the  presumption  of  hostility 
attached  to  the  sailing  under  an  enemy  convoy.  On  the  contrary,  he 
seemed  to  consider  that  the  primary  character  of  hostility,  which,  it 
was  conceded  on  all  sides,  was  stamped  upon  such  conduct,  could 
not  be  permitted  to  be  rebutted,  but  was  conclusive  upon  the  party. 
The  case  of  The  Sampson  was  originally  heard  before  the  court  of 
vice-admiralty,  and  the  decree  of  condenmation  was  never  disap- 
proved of,  if  not  ultimately  affirmed,  by  the  lords  of  appeal.  I  have 
been  assured  by  very  respectable  authority,  that  no  proof  of  actual 
resistance  ever  was,  or  could  have  been,  made  on  the  final  hearing. 
The  case,  therefore,  affords  a  strong  inference  of  the  law  as  under- 
stood and  administered  in  the  prize  courts  of  Great  Britain. 
And  it  may  be  added,  in  corroboration,  that  in  Smart  v.  Wolff,  3 
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T.  IL  323,  332,  Sir  W.  Scott  (then  advofcate-general)  asserted,  with- 
out  hesitation,  that  if  the  neutral  refused  search,  or  sailed  under  con- 
voy of  the  enemy's  ships  of  war,  or  conveyed  intelligence  to  the 
enemy,  they  are  waivers  of  the  rights  of  neutrality.  The  very 
circumstance  of  his  putting  these  three  cases  in  connection,  to  illus- 
trate his  general  argument,  affords  the  most  cogent  proof  that  he 
considered  himself  as  stating  a  doctrine   equally  clear  and  well 

established  as  to  aU  of  them.^ 
[  *  443  ]  •And  this  doctrine  seems  conformable  to  the  sense  of 
other  European  sovereigns.  In  the  recent  cases  of  the 
American  ships  captured  while  under  British  convoy  by  the  Danes, 
the  right  of  condemnation  was  not  only  asserted  and  enforced  by 
the  highest  tribunal  of  prize,  but  expressly  affirmed  by  the  Danish 
sovereign,  after  an  earnest  appeal  made  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States.  On  that  occasion,  the  Danish  minister  pressed  the 
argument  "  that  he  who  causes  himself  to  be  protected  by  that  act, 
(L  e.  enemy  convoy)  ranges  himself  on  the  side  of  the  protector,  and 
thus  puts  himself  in  opposition  to  the  enemy  of  the  protector,  and 
evidentiy  renounces  the  advantages  attached  to  the  character  of  a 
fiiend  to  him  against  whom  he  seeks  the  protection.  If  Denmark 
should  abandon  this  principle,  the  navigators  of  all  nations  would 
find  their  account  in  carrying  on  the  commerce  of  Great  Britain, 
under  the  protection  of  English  ships  of  war,  without  any  risk ; " 
and  he  further  declared, "  that  none  of  the  powers  in  Europe  have  called 
in  question  the  justice  of  this  principle."     State  papers,  1811,  p.  627. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  our  own  government  have  acquiesced  in 
the  truth  and  correctness  of  this  statement.  And  if  to  the  general 
silence  of  the  other  European  sovereigns  we  add  the  positive  examples 
of  Great  Britain  and  Denmark,  (the  latter  of  whom  has  not  of  late 
years  been  deficient  in  zeal  for  neutral  rights,)  it  seems  difiSicuIt  to 
avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  doctrine  is  as  well  founded  in  national 
law,  as  it  seems  to  me  to  be  in  justice  and  sound  policy. 

Another  argument  which  has  been  urged  in  favor  of  the  assumed 
distinction  ought  not,  however,  to  be  omitted.  It  is  that  a 
[  •  444  ]  party,  neutral  as  to  one  power,  may  be  *  an  enemy  as  to 
another  power,  and  he  may  lawfully  place  himself  under 
belligerent  convoy  to  escape  from  his  own  enemy.  In  such  a  pre- 
dicament it  is,  therefore,  always  open  to  the  neutral  to  explain  his 
conduct  in  tciking  convoy,  and  to  show,  by  proofs,  his  innocent  inten- 
tions as  to  all  Mendly  belligerents.  In  my  judgment  this  supposed 
state  of  things  would  not  remove  a  single  difficulty. 

It  is  not  in  relation  to  enemies  that  the  question  as  to  taking 
convoy  can  ever  arise.     It  has  reference  only  to  the  rights  of  firiendly 
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belligerents ;  and  these  rights  remain  precisely  the  same,  whatever 
may  be  the  peculiar  situation  of  the  neutral  as  to  third  parties. 
Was  it  ever  heard  of,  that  a  neutral  might  lawfully  resist  the  right 
of  search  of  one  power,  because  he  was  at  war  with  another  ?  And 
is  not  the  evasion  of  this  right  just  as  injurious,  whether  the  neutral 
be  at  peace  with  all  the  world,  or  with  a  part  only  ? 

There  would  be  extreme  difficulty  in  establishing,  by  any  disin- 
terested testimony,  the  fact  of  any  such  special  intentions  as  the 
argument  supposes.  Independent  of  this  difficulty,  it  would,  in 
effect,  be  an  attempt  to  repel,  by  positive  testimony,  a  conclusive 
inference  of  law  flowing  from  the  very  act  of  taking  convoy.  The 
belligerent  convoy  is  bound  to  resist  all  visitations  by  enemy  ships, 
whether  neutral  to  the  convoyed  ships  or  not.  This  obligation  is 
distinctly  known  to  the  party  taking  its  protection.  If,  therefore,  he 
choose  to  continue  under  the  convoy,  he  shows  an  intention  to  avail 
himself  of  its  protection  under  aU  the  chances  and  hazards  of  war. 
The  abandonment  of  such  intention  cannot  be  otherwise  evidenced 
than  by  the  overt  act  of  quitting  convoy.  And  it  is  impossible  to 
conceive  that  the  mere  secret  wishes  or  private  declarations  of  a  party 
could  prevail  over  his  own  deliberate  act  of  continuing  under  convoy, 
unless  courts  of  prize  would  surrender  themselves  to  the  most  stale 
excuses  and  imbecile  artifices.  It  would  be  in  vain  to  administer 
justice  in  such  courts,  if  mere  statements  of  intention  would  out- 
weigh the  legal  effects  of  the  acts  of  the  parties.  Besides,  the  injury 
to  the  friendly  belligerent  is  equally  great,  whatever  might  be  the 
special  objects  of  the  neutral  The  right  of  search  is  effect- 
ually prevented  by  the  presence  of  superior  *  force,  or  exer-  [  *  445  ] 
cised  only  after  the  perils  and  injuries  of  victorious  warfare. 
And  it  is  this  very  evasion  of  the  right  of  search,  that  constitutes  the 
ground  of  condemnation  in  ordinary  cases.  The  neutral,  in  efiect, 
declares  that  he  will  not  submit  to  search  until  the  enemy  convoy  is 
conquered,  and  then  only  because  he  cannot  avoid  it.  The  special 
intention  of  the  neutral,  then,  could  not,  if  proved,  upon  principle, 
prevail,  and  it  has  not  a  shadow  of  authority  to  sustain  it.  The 
argument  upon  this  point  was  urged  in  The  Maria  and  Elsebe,  and 
was  instantly  repelled  by  the  court 

On  the  whole,  on  this  point,  my  judgment  is,  that  the  act  of  sailing 
under  belligerent  or  neutral  convoy  is  of  itself  a  violation  of  neutral- 
ity, and  the  ship  and  cargo  if  caught  in  delicto  are  justly  confiscable; 
and  further,  that  if  resistance  be  necessary,  as  in  my  opinion  it  is 
not,  to  perfect  the  ofience,  still,  that  the  resistance  of  the  convoy  is  to 
all  purposes  the  resistance  of  the  associated  fleet.  It  might,  with  as 
much  propriety,  be  maintained  that  neutral  goods,  guarded  by  a 
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hostile  army,  in  their  passage  through  a  country,  or  voluntarily  lodged 
in  a  hostile  fortress,  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  evading  the  municipal 
rights  and  regulations  of  that  counliry,  should  not  in  case  of  capture 
be  lawful  plunder,  (a  pretension  never  yet  asserted,)  as  that  neutral 
property  on  the  ocean  should  enjoy  the  double  protection  of  war  and 
peace. 

If  these  principles  be  conect,  it  remains  to  be  considered  how  far 
the  conduct  of  Mr.  Pinto  brings  him  within  the  range  of  their  influ- 
ence. It  is  clear  that,  in  the  original  concoction  of  the  voyage,  it  was 
his  intention  to  avail  himself  of  British  convoy.  The  covenant  in 
the  charter-party  demonstrates  this  intention ;  a  covenant  that,  from 
its  terms,  being  made  by  the  ship-owner,  must  have  been  inserted  for 
the  benefit,  and  at  the  instance,  of  the  charterer.  Under  the  faith  of 
this  stipulation,  Mr.  Pinto  put  his  own  property  on  board,  and  received 
shipments  from  persons  of  an  acknowledged  hostile  character.  The 
ship  sailed  on  the  voyage,  under  British  convoy,  with  Mr.  Pinto  on 
board,  and  though  captured  after  a  separation  from  the  convoy,  she 
was  in  the  very  attempt  to  rejoin  it  There  is  no  pretence, 
[  •  446  ]  therefore,  of  an  abandonment  of  the  convoy,  and  the  *  corpus 
delicti^  the  character  of  hostility,  impressed  by  the  sailing 
under  convoy,  if  any  attached,  remained,  notwithstanding  the  separa- 
tion. It  is  like  the  sailing  for  a  blockaded  port,  where  the  offence 
continues,  although  at  the  moment  of  capture  the  ship  be,  by  stress 
of  weather,  driven  in  a  direction  from  the  port  of  destination ;  for 
the  hostile  intention  still  remains  unchanged. 

And  here,  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  general  doctrine,  we  are  met 
with  another  distinction,  founded  upon  the  supposed  difference 
between  a  belligerent  and  a  neutral  merchant  ship,  as  to  the  taking 
of  convoy.  It  is  argued  that  the  belligerent  ship  has  an  undoubted 
right  to  take  the  protection  of  the  convoy  of  the  nation  to  which  she 
belongs ;  and  that  this  extends  a  perfect  and  lawful  immunity  to  the 
neutral  cargo  on  board. 

It  is  certainly  incumbent  on  the  counsel  for  the  claimant,  to  support 
this  exception  to  the  general  rule,  by  precedent  or  analogy.  Nothing 
has  been  offered  which,  in  my  judgment,  affords  it  the  slightest  sup- 
port. It  is  not  true  that  a  neutral  can  shelter  his  property  from  con- 
fiscation behind  an  act  lawful  in  a  belligerent  The  law  imputes  to 
the  neutral  the  consequences  of  the  act  if  he  might  have  foreseen 
and  guarded  against  it,  or  if  he  voluntarily  adopts  it  Was  it  ever 
supposed  that  a  neutral  cargo  was  protected  from  seizure  by  going 
in  a  belligerent  ship  to  a  blockaded  port  ?  or  that  contraband  goods, 
belonging  to  a  neutral,  were  exempted  from  confiscation,  because  on 
board  of  such  a  ship,  bound  on  a  voyage  lawful  to  the  belligerent, 
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but  not  to  the  neutral?  yet  the  pretensions  in  these  cases  seem 
scarcely  more  extravagant  than  that  now  urged.  Why  should  a 
neutral  be  permitted  to  do  that  indirectly  which  he  is  prohibited  firom 
doing  directly  ?  Why  should  he  aid  the  enemy  by  giving  extraordi- 
nary freight  for  belligerent  ships  sailing  under  belligerent  convoy  with 
the  avowed  purpose  of  escaping  from  search,  and  often  with  the 
concealed  intention  of  aiding  belligerent  commerce,  and  yet  claim 
the  benefits  of  the  most  impartial  conduct  ?  Until  some  more  solid 
ground  can  be  laid  for  the  distinction  than  the  ingenuity  of  coimsel 
has  yet  suggested,  it  wotdd  seem  fit  to  declare  ita  lex  non  scripta 
est. 

But  even  if  the  distinction  existed,  it  could  not  apply  *to  [  *  447  ] 
the  case  at  bar.  This  is  a  case  where  the  claimant  becomes 
the  charterer  of  the  whole  vessel,  for  the  voyage,  and  stipulates  for 
the  express  benefit  of  convoy.  The  ship,  though  navigated  by  a 
belligerent  master  and  crew,  was  necessarily  under  the  control  and 
management  of  the  charterer.  He  was  the  real  effective  dux  negotii. 
Whatever  may  be  the  technical  doctrine  of  the  common  or  prize 
law  as  to  the  general  property  in  the  ship,  the  charterer  was,  to  all 
purposes  important  in  this  inquiry,  the  owner  for  the  voyage,  and  the 
master  his  agent.  Can  there  be  a  doubt  that,  as  to  the  shipments 
of  the  enemy  freighters,  Mr.  Pinto  was  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the 
master.  Was  he  not  materially  interested  in  the  safety  and  protec- 
tion  of  these  shipments,  in  respect  to  freight,  commissions,  and  profits  ? 
If  they  Had  been  lost  by  capture,  from  the  negligence  of  Mr.  Pinto, 
or  of  the  master,  when  by  ordinary  diligence  and  resistance  the  loss 
might  have  been  avoided,  would  not  Mr.  Pinto  have  been  responsible? 
How  then  it  can  be  consistently  held  that  the  ship  was  not  essentially 
governed  and  managed  by  Mr.  Pinto,  and  all  her  conduct  incorpo- 
rated with  his  interests,  I  profess  to  be  unable  to  comprehend.  For 
what  purpose  should  he  insist  on  a  covenant  for  convoy,  if  he  never 
meant  to  derive  aid  and  protection  from  it  to  the  whole  cargo  on 
board,  and  to  range  himself  and  his  interests  on  the  side  of  resist- 
ance ?  His  private  conduct,  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  when  resist- 
ance was  almost  hopeless,  affords  no  evidence  to  repel  the  irresistible 
presumptions  from  his  deliberate  acts. 

And  here  again  it .  has  been  argued  that  Mr.  Pinto  had  no  hostile 
intentions  against  the  United  States ;  but  that  the  taking  of  convoy 
was  simply  to  resist  the  French  and  Carthagenians,  who  are  the 
enemies  of  his  own  country.  If  such  special  intention  could,  in  point 
of  law,  uphold  his  claim,  which  for  the  reasons  already  stated,  I  am 
entirely  satisfied  it  could  not,  yet  there  is  not,  in  the  present  case, 
within  my  recollection,  any  proof  of  such  special  intention.  It  rests 
VOL.  III.  36 
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npon  the  mere  snggestions  of  coonseL  How,  indeed,  could  Mr. 
Pinto  show  that  he  meant  to  yield  his  property  to  the  search  of  the 
cmizers  of  the  United  States,  when  the  deliberate  act  of  assuming 
.British    convoy  precluded    the  possibility  of   its  exercise,   unless 

acquired  by  victory  after  resistance  ? 
[  *448  ]       *  If  this  view  of  the  case  be  correct,it  must  be  pronounced 
that  Mr.  Pinto,  by  voluntarily  sailing  under  convoy,  forfeited 
his  neutrality,  and  bound  his  property  to  an  indissolubly  hostile  char- 
acter. 

This,  however,  is  not  the  only  ground  upon  which  the  claim  of 
Mr.  Pinto  ought  to  be  repudiated.  There  was  not  merely  the 
illegality  of  sailing  under  enemy  convoy,  up  to  the  very  eve  of 
capture,  but  the  fact  of  actual  resbtance  of  the  chartered  ship,  and 
submission  to  search  only  in  consequence  of  superior  force. 

An  attempt,  however,  is  made  to  extract  the  case  at  bar  from  the 
penalty  of  confiscation  attached  to  resistance  of  search,  upon  the 
ground  that  Mr.  Pinto  took  no  part  in  this  resistance.  It  is  asserted, 
that  a  shipper  in  a  genercd  ship  is  not  affected  by  the  act  of  the 
enemy  master;  that  the  charterer  of  the  whole  ship  is  entitled  to  as 
favorable  a  consideration;  and  that  there  is  no  difference,  in  point 
of  law,  whether  the  ship  have,  or  have  not  a  commission,  or  be,  or  be 
not  armed.  It  will  be  necessary  to  give  to  these  positions  a  full 
examination. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  considered  whether  a  neutral  shipper 
has  a  right  to  put  his  property  on  board  of  an  armed  belligerent  ship 
without  violating  his  neutral  duties.  If  the  doctrine  ahready  advanced 
on  the  subject  of  convoy  be  correct,  it  is  incontestable  that  he  has  no 
such  right  If  he  cannot  take  belligerent  convoy,  b,  fortiori  he  cannot 
put  his  property  on  board  of  such  convoy;  or,  what  is  equivalent,  on 
board  of  an  armed  and  commissioned  ship  of  the  belligerent.  What 
would  be  the  consequences  if  neutrals  might  lawfully  carry  on  all 
their  commerce  in  the  frigates  and  ships  of  war  of  another  belligerent 
sovereign?  That  there  would  be  a  perfect  identity  of  interests  and 
of  objects,  of  assistance  and  of  immunity,  between  the  parties.  The 
most  gross  frauds  and  hostile  enterprises  would  be  carried  on  under 
neutral  disguises,  and  the  right  of  search  would  become  as  utterly 
insignificant  in  practice  as  if  it  were  extinguished  by  the  common 
consent  of  nations.  The  extravagant  premiums  and  freights  which 
neutrals  could  well  afford  to  pay  for  this  extraordinary  protection, 
would  enable  the  belligerent  to  keep  up  armaments  of 
[  *449  ]  *  incalculable  size,  to  the  dismay  and  ruin  of  inferior  mari« 
time  powers.  Such  fabe  and  hollow  neutrality  would  be 
infinitely  more  injurious  than  the  most  active  warfare.    It  would 
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firtrip  firom  the  conqueror  all  the  fruits  of  victory,  and  lay  them  at  the 
feet  of  those  whose  singular  merit  would  consist  in  evading  his  rights, 
if  not  in  collusively  aiding  his  enemy.  It  is  not,  therefore,  to  be 
admitted  that  a  neutral  may  lawfully  place  his  goods  under  armed 
protection,  on  board  of  an  enemy  ship.  Nor  can  it  be  at  all  material 
whether  such  armed  ship  be  commissioned  or  not;  that  is  an  affair 
exclusively  between  a  sovereign  and  his  own  subjects,  but  is  utterly 
animportsint  to  the  neutral.  For  whether  the  armament  be  employed 
for  offence,  or  for  defence,  in  respect  to  third  parties,  the  peril  and 
the  obstruction  to  the  right  of  search  are  equally  complete.  Nor  is  it 
tsme^  as  has  been  asserted  in  argument,  that  a  non-commissioned 
armed  ship  has  no  right  to  capture  an  enemy  ship,  except  in  her  own 
defence.  The  act  of  capture  without  such  pretext,  so  far  from  being 
piracy,  would  be  strictly  justifiable  upon  the  law  of  nations,  however 
it  might  stand  upon  the  municipal  law  of  the  country  of  the  capturing 
ship.  Vattel  has  been  quoted  to  the  contrary;  but,  on  a  careful  exani* 
ination,  it  will  be  found  that  his  text  does  not  warrant  the  doctrine. 

I  have  had  occasion  to  consider  this  point  in  another  cause,  in  this 
court,  and  to  the  opinion  then  delivered  I  refer  for  a  more  full  dis-* 
cussion  of  it  If  the  subject  capture  without  a  commission,  he  cad 
acquire  no  property  to  himself  in  the  prize ;  and  if  the  act  be  contrary 
to  the  regulations  of  his  own  sovereign,  he  may  be  liable  to  muni- 
cipal penalties  for  his  conduct  But,  as  to  the  enemy,  he  violates  no 
rights  by  the  capture.  Such,  on  an  accurate  consideration,  will  be 
found  to  be  the  doctrine  of  Puffendorf,  and  Grotius,  and  Bynker- 
riioek,  and  they  stand  confirmed  by  a  memorable  decision  of  the 
lords  of  appeal,  in  1759.  2  Brown^s  Civil  and  Adm.  App.  524; 
Grotius,  lib.  3,  c.  6,  s.  8,  9, 10,  and  Baxbeyrac's  note  on  s.  8,  Puffen- 
dorf, liU  8,  c.  6,  s.  21,  &c,  Bynk.  2,  P.  J.  c.  3,  4, 16, 17 ;  2  Woodes. 
lect  432;  ConsoL  del  Mare  c.  287,  288;  4  Inst  152,  154.  Zouch 
Adm.  101.  Casaregis  Disc  24  n.  24 ;  Com.  Dig.  Admiralty ;  E.  3, 
Buls.  c27. 

Admitting,  however,  (what  to  me  seems  utterly  •inad-  [  ^450  ] 
missible)  that  a  neutral  may  lawfully  ship  his  goods  on 
board  the  armed  ship  of  an  enemy,  it  will  be  of  little  avail,  unless 
he  is  exempted  firom  the  consequences  of  all  the  acts  of  such  enemy. 
If  the  shipment  be  innocent,  it  will  be  of  little  avail  in  this  case, 
if  the  resistance  of  the  enemy  master  wiU  compromit  the  neutral 
character  of  the  cargo.  To  the  establishment,  therefore,  of  such  an 
exemption,  the  exertions  of  counsel  have  been  strenuously  directed. 
It  has  been  inferred,  from  the  silence  of  elementary  writers,  from  the 
authority  of  analogous  cases,  and  from  the  positive  declarations  of 
the  court,  in  The  Catherina  Eli2abeth,  5  Bob.  232. 
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The  argument  drawn  from  the  silence  of  jurists  has  been  ahea^ 
sufficiently  answered.  It  remains  to  consider  that  ^^Kdiidi  is  niged 
upon  the  footing  of  authority.  The  reasoning  from  supposed  anal- 
ogous  cases  is  quite  as  unsatbfactory.  It  is  not  true,  as  to  nentnds, 
that  the  act  of  the  master  never  binds  the  owner  of  the  cargo  unless 
the  mast^  is  proved  to  be  the  actual  agent  of  the  owner.  The  act 
of  the  master  may  be,  and  very  often  is,  conclusive  upon  the  caigo, 
although  no  general  agency  is  established.  Suppose  he  violate  a 
blockade,  suppress  and  fraudulently  destroy  the  ship's  papers,  or  mix 
up  under  the  same  cover  enemy  interests,  will  not  the  cargo  share 
the  fate  of  the  ship  ?  The  cases  cited  are  mere  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule.  They,  in  general,  turn  upon  a  settled  distinction,  that 
tiie  act  of  the  master  shall  not  bind  the  caq;o,  where  the  act,  mider 
the  circumstances,  could  not  have  been  within  the  scope  or  contem- 
plation of  the  shipper  at  the  time  of  shipment ;  or  where  his  igno- 
rance of  the  voyage,  and  of  the  intended  acts  of  the  master,  is  placed 
beyond  the  possibility  of  doubt  See  The  Adonis,  5  Rob.  256.  The 
very  case  of  resistance  is  a  strong  illustration  of  the  principle.  The 
resistance  of  the  neutral  master,  has  been  deliberately  held  to  be 
conclusive  on  the  neutral  cargo.  The  Elsebe,  5  Rob.  173;  The 
Catherina  Elizabeth,  5  Rob.  232.  What  reason  can  there  be  for  a 
different  rule  in  respect  to  a  belligerent  master  ? 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  language,  of  the  court  in  the  case  of 
The  Catherina  Elizabeth  would,  at  first  view,  seem  to  support  the 

position  of  the  claimant's  counseL  On  a  dose  examina- 
[•451  ]  tion,  however,  it  will  not  be  found  to  •assert  so  broad  a 

doctrine.  The  case  was  of  a  rescue  attempted  by  an  enemy 
master,  having  on  board  a  neutral  cargo ;  and  this  rescue  attempted, 
not  of  the  captured,  but  of  the  capturing,  ship.  It  was  aigaed  that 
this  resistance  of  the  master  exposed  the  whole  cargo,  intmsted  to 
his  management,  to  confiscation.  The  court  held  tiiat  no  such 
penalty  was  incurred.  That  the  resistance  could  only  be  the  hostile 
act  of  a  hostile  person,  who  was  a  prisoner  of  v^ar,  and  who,  unless 
under  parole,  had  a  perfect  right  to  emancipate  himself  by  ficizing 
his  own  vessel  That  the  case  of  a  neutral  master  differed  bom 
that  of  an  enemy  master.  No  duty  was  violated  by  such  an  act  on 
the  part  of  the  latter ;  lupum  auribus  teneo^  and  if  he  could  withdraw 
himself  he  had  a  right  so  to  do.  And  that  a  material  fact  in  the 
case  was,  that  the  master  did  not  attempt  to  withdraw  his  property, 
but  to  rescue  the  ship  of  the  captor,  and  not  his  own  vessel  Such 
was  the  decision  of  the  court,  upon  which  several  observations  anse. 
In  the  first  place,  the  resistance  was  not  made  previous  to  the  cap- 
ture ;  and,  therefore,  whatever  may  be  the  extent  of  the  language,  it 
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must  be  restrained  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case  in  judgment, 
otherwise  it  would  be  extra  judicial.  In  the  next  place,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  conceive  how  the  fact,  as  to  what  vessel  was  seized, 
could  be  material,  if  the  argument  of  the  present  claimant  be  correct ; 
for  in  all  events  the  resistance,  as  to  the  cargo,  would  be  without  any 
legal  effects.  In  the  last  place,  it  is  dear  that  the  case  is  put  by  the 
court  upon  the  ground  that  the  master,  at  the  time  of  the  act,  had 
been  dispossessed  of  his  vessel  by  capture,  and  was  a  prisoner  of 
war.  He  was,  therefore,  no  longer  acting  as  master  of  the  ship,  and 
had  no  further  management  of  her.  His  rights  and  duties,  as  master, 
had  entirely  ceased  by  the  capture,  and  there  could  be  no  pretence  to 
affect  the  ship  or  cargo  with  his  subsequent  acts,  any  more  than 
with  the  acts  of  any  other  stranger.  The  case  would  have  been 
entirely  different  with  a  neutral  master,  whose  relation  to  his  ship 
continues,  notwithstanding  a  capture  and  carrying  in  for  adjudication. 
The  case,  therefore,  admits  of  sound  distinctions  from  that  at  bar,  and 
cannot  be  admitted  to  govern  it. 

There  is  another  text,  not  cited  in  the  argument,  which  may  be 
thought  to  favor  the  doctrine  of  the  claimant's  counsel  It 
is  the  only  passage  bearing  on  the  subject  in  *  controversy,  [  *  452  ] 
which  has  fallen  under  my  notice  in  any  elementary  work. 
Casaregis,  in  his  commercial  discourses,  (Disc.  34,  n.  22,)  has  the 
following  remarks :  <'  Verum  tamen  notandum  est  quod  si  navis 
inimica  onerata  mercibus  mercatorum  amicorum  aggressa  fueiit 
alteram  inimicam  et  mercatores  aut  domini  mercium  operam  ac 
indusiziam  dedissent  pro  ea  aggredienda  tunc  merces  dominoruxu 
cadunt  etiam  sub  prsBda,  si  navis  predicta  onerata  mercibus  fuerit 
deprcedata,  &c.,  &c.,  et  regulariter  bona  eorum  qui  auxilium  inimices 
nostris  prsestant  vel  confederati  cum  iis  sunt,  proedari  possunt."  It 
is  obvious  that  Casaregis  is  here  considering  the  case  of  an  attack 
of  an  enemy  merchant  ship,  laden  with  a  neutral  cargo,  upon  the 
ship  of  its  enemy,  in  which  the  former  is  unsuccessful,  and  is  captured. 
Under  such  circumstances,  he  holds  that  if  the  neutral  shippers,  or 
the  persons  having  the  management  of  the  cargo  {domini  mercium) 
have  aided  in  the  attack,  the  cargo  is  forfeited,  upon  the  ground  that 
«dl  who  assist  or  confederate  with  an  enemy  are  liable  to  be  plunder- 
ed by  the  law  of  war.  He  does  not  touch  the  case,  where  an  enemy 
merchant  ship  simply  makes  resistance  in  her  own  defence,  or  resists 
the  right  of  search ;  nor  how  far  the  master  of  such  ship  is  the 
dominus  merciumy  or  can  by  his  own  acts  bind  the  cargo.  Much  less 
has  he  discussed  the  question,  as  to  what  acts  amount  to  an  incorpo- 
ration into  the  objects  and  interests  of  the  enemy,  so  as  to  affix  a 
hostile  character.    It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  his  text  can  be  an 

36* 
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authority  beyond  the  terms  in  which  it  is  expressed.  It  pronotmees 
affirmatively  that  a  cooperation  in  an  attack  will  induce  confiscation 
of  the  cargo  (which  cannot  be  doubted) ;  but  it  does  not  pronounce 
negatively  that  the  resistance  of  an  enemy  master  will  not  draw 
after  it  the  same  penalty.  And  if  it  were  otherwise,  it  would  deserve 
consideration  whether  the  opinion  of  a  mere  elementary  writer, 
respectable  as  he  may  be,  delivered  at  a  time  when  the  prize  law 
was  not  as  well  settled  as  it  has  been  in  the  present  age,  should  be 
permitted  to  regulate  the  maritime  rights  of  belligerent  nations. 

The  argument,  then,  on  the  footing  of  authority,  fails,  for  none  is 
produced  which  directly  points  at  circumstances  like  those  in  the 
case  at  bar.  And,  upon  principle,  it  seems  quite  as  difficult 
[  •453  ]  to  support  it  I  am  unable  •to  perceive  any  solid  founda- 
tion on  which  to  rest  a  distinction  between  the  resistance  of 
a  neutral  and  of  an  enemy  master.  The  injury  to  the  belligerent  is, 
in  both  cases,  equally  great,  for  it  equally  withdraws  the  neutral 
property  firom  the  right  of  search,  unless  acquired  by  superior  force. 
And  until  it  is  established  that  an  enemy  protection  legally  suspends 
the  right  of  search,  it  cannot  be  that  resistance  to  such  right  should 
not  be  equally  penal  in  each  party.  I  have,  therefore,  no  difficulty 
in  holding  that  the  resistance  of  the  ship  is,  in  all  cases,  liie  resist- 
ance of  the  cargo,  and  that  it  makes  no  difference  whether  she  be 
armed  or  unarmed,  commissioned  or  uncommissioned.  He  who  puts 
his  property  on  the  issue  of  battle,  must  stand  or  fall  by  the  event  of 
the  contest  The  law  of  neutrality  is  silent  when  arms  are  appealed 
to  in  order  to  decide  rights ;  and  the  captor  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
prize  won  by  his  gallantry  and  valor.  This  opinion  is  not  the  mere 
inference,  sirong  as  it  seems  to  me  to  be,  of  general  reasoning.  It 
is  fortified  by  the  consideration  that  in  the  earliest  rudiments  of  prize 
law,  in  the  great  maritime  countries  of  Great  Britain  and  France, 
confiscation  is  applied,  by  way  of  penalty  for  resistance  of  search,  to 
all  vessels,  without  any  discrimination  of  the  national  character  of 
the  vessels  or  cargoes.  The  black  book  of  the  admiralty  expressly 
articulates  that  any  vessel  making  resistance  may  be  attacked  and 
seized  as  enemies ;  and  this  rule  is  enforced  in  the  memorable  prize 
instructions  of  Henry  VIII.  Clerk's  Praxis,  164;  Rob.  Collect  Marit 
p.  10,  and  note,  and  p.  118.  The  ordinance  of  France,  of  1584,  is 
equally  broad ;  and  declares  all  such  vessels  good  prize ;  and  this 
has  ever  since  remained  a  settled  rule  in  the  prize  code  of  that  nation. 
Valin  informs  us  that  it  is  also  the  rule  of  Spain ;  and  that  in 
France  it  is  applied  as  well  to  French  vessels  and  cargoes,  as  to  those 
of  neutrals  and  allies.  Coll.  Marit,  118;  Valin  Traits  des  Prizes, 
c  5,  §  8,  p.  80.     There  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  maritime  code  of 
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any  nation,  or  in  any  commentary  thereon,  the  least  glimmering  of 
authority  that  distinguishes,  in  cases  of  resistance,  the  fate  of  the 
cargo,  from  that  of  the  ship.  If  such  a  distinction  could  have  been 
sustained,  it  is  ahnost  incredible  that  not  a  single  ray  of  light  should 
have  beamed  upon  it  during  the  long  lapse  of  ages,  in 
which  maritime  •warfare  has  engaged  the  world.  And  if  [  •  454  ] 
any  argument  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  silence  of  authority, 
I  know  not  under  what  circumstances  it  can  be  more  forcibly  applied 
than  against  the  exception  now  contended  for. 

But  even  if  it  were  conceded  that  a  neutral  shipper  in  a  general 
ship  might  be  protected,  the  concession  would  not  assist  the  present 
claimant.  His  interests  were  so  completely  mixed  up  and  combined 
with  the  interests  of  the  enemy ;  the  master  was  so  entirely  his  agent 
imder  the  charter-party,  that  it  is  impracticable  to  extract  the  case 
from  the  rule  that  stamps  Mr.  Pinto  with  a  hostile  character.  The 
whole  commescial  enterprise  was  radically  tainted  with  a  hostile 
leaven.  In  its  very  essence  it  was  a  fraud  upon  belligerent  rights. 
If,  for  a  moment,  it  could  be  admitted  that  a  neutral  might  lawfully 
ship  goods  in  an  armed  ship  of  an  enemy,  or  might  charter  such  a 
ship,  and  navigate  her  with  a  neutral  crew,  these  admissions  would 
fall  far  short  of  succouring  the  claimant  He  must  successfully 
contend  for  broader  doctrines,  for  doctrines  which,  in  my  humble 
judgment,  are  of  infinitely  more  dangerous  tendency  than  any  which 
Schlegel  and  Hubner,  the  champions  of  neutrality,  have  yet  advanced 
into  the  field  of  maritime  controversy.  I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to 
believe  that  a  neutral  can  charter  an  armed  enemy  ship,  and  victual 
and  man  her  with  an  enemy  crew,  (for  though  furnished  directly  by 
the  owner,  they  are  in  effect  paid  and  supported  by  the  charterer,) 
with  the  avowed  knowledge  and  necessary  intent  that  she  should 
resist  every  enemy ;  that  he  can  take  on  board  hostile  shipments  on 
freight,  commissions,  and  profits ;  that  he  can  stipulate  expressly  for 
the  benefit  and  use  of  enemy  convoy,  and  navigate  during  the  voyage 
under  its  guns  and  protection;  that  he  can  be  the  entire  projector  and 
conductor  of  the  voyage,  and  cooperate  in  all  the  plans  of  the  owner 
to  render  resistance  to  search  secure  and  effectual;  and  that  yet, 
notwithstanding  all  this  conduct,  by  the  law  of  nations  he  may 
shelter  his  property  from  confiscation,  and  claim  the  privileges  of  an 
inoffensive  neutral.  On  the  contrary,  it  seems  to  me  that  such 
conduct  is  utterly  irreconcilable  with  the  good  faith  of  a  friend,  and 
unites  all  the  qualities  of  the  most  odious  hostility.  It  wears  the 
habiliments  of  neutrality  only  when  the  sword  and  the 
armor  of  an  enemy  become  •useless  for  defence.  If  it  be,  [  •  455  ] 
as  it  undoubtedly  is,  a  violation  of  neutrality  to  engage  in 
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the  transport  service  of  the  enemy,  or  to  cany  his  dispatches  evea 
on  a  neutral  voyage,  how  much  more  so  must  it  be  to  enlist  all  our 
ov^n  interests  in  his  service,  and  hire  his  arms  and  his  crew,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  exercise  of  those  rights  which,  as  neularals,  we  are 
bound  to  submit  to  ?  The  doctrine  is  founded  in  most  perfect  justice, 
that  those  who  adhere  to  an  enemy  connection  shall  share  the  fate  of 
the  enemy. 

On  the  whole,  in  every  view  which  I  have  been  able  to  take  of  this 
subject,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  claim  of  Mr.  Pinto  must  be  rejected, 
and  that  Us  property  is  good  prize  to  the  captors.  And  in  this 
opinion  I  am  authorized  to  state  that  I  have  the  concurrence  of  one 
of  my  brethren.  It  is  matter  of  regret  that  in  this  conclusion  I  have 
the  misfortune  to  differ  firom  the  majority  of  the  court,  for  whose 
superior  learning  and  ability  I  entertain  the  most  entire  respect  But 
I  hold  it  an  indispensable  duty  not  to  surrender  my  own  judgment, 
because  a  great  weight  of  opinion  is  against  me,  a  weight  which  no 
one  can  feel  more  sensibly  than  myself.  Had  this  been  an  ordinary 
case,  I  should  have  contented  myself  with  silence ;  but  believing  thai 
no  more  important  or  interesting  question  ever  came  before  a  prize 
tribunal,  and  that  the  national  rights,  suspended  on  it,  are  of  infinite 
moment  to  the  maritime  world,  I  have  thought  it  not  unfit  to  pro- 
nounce my  own  opinion,  diffident,  indeed,  of  its  fulness  and  accuracy 
of  illustration,  but  entirely  satisfied  of  the  rectitude  of  its  principles. 

3  W.  409. 


[  *  456  ]  Pratt  and  others,  original  complainants,  r.  Thoicas  Law 
and  William  Campbell,  original  defendants.  Thobcas 
^  vi/  4/  .'^  Law,  original  complainant,  v.  Pratt  and  others,  original  defend- 
2  7.  ^jf^"!  ants.  Pratt  and  others,  original  complainants,  v.  William  ML 
^  /  ^  DuNCANsoN  and  Samuel  Ward,  originsd  defendants.  And  Wil- 
f  /^-  ■  ^^  LI  AM  Campbell,  original  complainant,  w.  Pratt  and  others;  and 
f //      **^'  DuNCANsoN  and  Ward,  original  defendants. 

9  C.  456. 

In  the  sales  of  lots,  in  the  dty  of  Washington,  tho  lots  are  not  chargeable  for  their  propor> 
tion  of  the  internal  alley  laid  oat  for  the  common  benefit  of  those  lots ;  although  the 
practice  so  to  charge  them  has  been  heretofore  nniversallj  acquiesced  in  by  pnrchasezs; 
and  if  a  purchaser  has  acquiesced  in  that  practice  and  has  received  a  convejance  accord- 
ingly, without  objection,  yet  he  does  not  thereby  acquire  a  fee-simple  in  such  proportion 
of  the  alley,  and  may,  in  equity,  recover  back  the  purchase-money  which  he  has  paid 
therefor. 
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If  a  purchaser  of  dty  lots  stipulates  to  build  within  a  limited  time,  a  honse  on  eveiy  third 
lot  purchased,  or  in  that  proportion,  and  receives  conyejances  for  th^  greater  part  of  the 
lots,  he  is  not  bound  to  build  in  proportion  to  the  lots  conveyed,  unless  the  whole  number 
be  conveyed. 

In  a  case  where  it  would  be  difficult  to  ascertain  the  injury  resulting  from  the  breach  of 
contract,  or  the  sum  in  damages  by  which  the  injury  might  be  compensated,  this  court 
will  not  themselves  ascertain  the  injury  nor  the  damages,  nor  direct  an  issue  quantum 
damnificatui. 

Where  a  contract  for  tbe  sale  of  land  has  been  in  part  executed  by  a  conveyance  of  part  of 
the  land,  and  the  vendor  is  unable  to  convey  the  residue,  a  court  of  equity  will  sometimes 
decree  the  repayment  of  a  proportionate  part  of  the  purchase-money  with  interest. 

If  three  persons  mortgage  their  joint  property  to  indemnify  the  drawer  of  bills  of  exchange 
drawn  for  their  accommodation,  in  case  of  protest ;  and  if  each  of  the  mortgagors  agrees 
to  take  up  a  third  part  of  the  bills  upon  their  return  under  protest,  and  if  two  of  them 
neglect  to  take  up  their  two  thirds,  whereby  the  other  mortgagor  is  compelled  to  take  up 
the  whole  of  the  bills,  in  consequence  of  which  he  requests  the  drawer  not  to  release  the 
mortgage  but  to  hold  it  for  his  benefit,  a  lien  in  equity  is  thereby  created  upon  the  mort- 
gaged property  to  the  amount  of  two  thirds  of  the  bills  in  favor  of  that,  mortgagor  who 
took  up  the  whole. 

An  equity  of  redemption  of  real  estate  in  Blaryland  is  liable  to  attachment. 

These  several  suits  in  chancery  in  tbe  circuit  court  for  the  county 
of  Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  being  involved  in  each 
other,  and  relating  to  the  same  property,  were  heard  and  argued  as 
one  cause.  The  facts  and  issues  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court 

Jones  and  P.  B.  Key^  for  the  appellants. 

X  Law^  F.  S.  Key^  and  Pinkney,  for  the  appellees.  Law  and 
Campbell. 

•Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  [  ^486  ] 
follows :  — 

In  order  to  present  a  distinct  view  of  the  numerous  questions 
which  arise  out  of  this  intricate  and  voluminous  case,  we  will  pursue 
them  through  a  history  of  the  transactions  in  which  they  originated, 
and  consider  them  in  order  as  they  occur. 

It  is  well  known  that,  at  the  founding  of  this  city,  the  [  *  487  ] 
proprietors  of  the  soil  gratuitously  relinquished  a  proportion 
of  their  property  to  commissioners  appointed  to  receive  it. 

Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Greenleaf  purchased  city  lands,  to  the 
amount  of  fifty  millions  of  square  feet,  to  which  quantity  they  were 
entitied  on  the  3d  of  December,  1794.  Of  this  quantity,  6,000  lots 
were  purchased  from  the  commissioners ;  220  lots  of  Daniel  Carroll, 
and  the  residue  of  other  persons  not  necessary  to  be  specified  in  this 
case. 

In  the  agreement  with  the  commissioners,  they  stipulate  to  choose 
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the  lots  by  squares ;  to  build  twenty  houses  per  annum,  for  seven 
years;  and  until  the  year  1796,  not  to  sell  without  the  building 
stipulation. 

In  the  agreement  with  Carroll,  the  division  was  to  take  place  by 
lots ;  not  by  selection,  but  alternately,  in  order ;  and  a  variety  of 
building  and  other  stipulations  were  entered  into,  which  not  being 
complied  with,  Carroll  reentered  on  his  land,  and  the  contract  was 
finally  abandoned. 

On  the  3d  of  December,  1794,  Law  entered  into  a  contract  with 
Morris,  Mcholson,  and  Greenleaf,  for  the  purchase  ef  2,400,000 
square  feet  of  city  land,  at  the  mte  of  five  pence,  Pennsylvania 
currency,  per  foot,  for  which  Law  paid  them  50,000i,  and  took  their 
bond  to  convey  him  that  quantity  of  land,  in  the  penalty  of  lOOfiOOL 

To  secure  this  bond  the  mortgage  was  given,  whi6h  is  the  principal 
subject  of  these  suits. 

On  the  13th  of  May,  1796,  Greenleaf  conveyed  all  his  estate  and 
interest  in  the  Washington  lands,  to  Morris  and  Nicholson,  who,  on 
the  26th  of  June,  1797,  executed  an  assignment  of  all  their  interest  to 
these  complainants,  (Pratt  and  others.)  Greenleaf  afterwards  becom- 
ing bankrupt,  John  Miller,  one  of  these  complainants,  was  made  his 
assignee. 

In  the  several  bills  and  answers  relative  to  these  trans- 
[  •488  ]  actions,  there  are  various  contradictory  assertions  on  'the 
subject  of  fraud ;  but  as  there  is  no  evidence  to  sustain  any 
charge  of  that  kind,  and  all  the  various  writings  executed  between 
the  parties  appear  fair,  unimpeached,  and  reconcilable,  we  shall  whoUy 
reject  the  consideration  of  that  subject,  and  dispose  of  the  case  upon 
the  unequivocal  meaning  of  the  contracts  of  the  parties,  and  their 
various  acts  which  have  relation  to  the  execution  of  those  contracts. 

By  the  bond  to  make  titles,  dated  Dec  3, 1794,  Morris,  Nicholson, 
and  Greenleaf,  are  simply  bound  to  make  titles  to  Law,  for  the 
specified  quantity  of  land  in  the  city  of  "Washington,  leaving  the 
situation  of  it,  and  the  mode  of  selection,  entirely  undefined,  and  of 
course  retaining  it  to  themselves. 

On  the  day  following,  the  same  parties  entered  into  articles  of 
agreement,  having  relation  to  objects  which  appear  not  to  have 
entered  into  their  contemplation  originally,  and  which,  on  the  face 
of  them,  bear  the  appearance  of  perfect  reciprocity.  An  option  is 
given  to  Law  to  decline  his  purchase  in  eighteen  months,  and  Law 
stipulates  that  if  he  should  not  then  decline  it,  he  shall  be  bound  to 
improve  every  third  lot  pursuant  to  the  original  contract  of  Morris 
and  Greenleaf  with  the  commissioners,  in  a  specified  time. 

On  the  10th  of  March,  1795,  Law  purchases  other  concessions. 
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By  relinquishing  his  right  of  declining  the  purchase,  he  is  allowed 
the  right  of  selecting  the  property  to  be  conveyed  to  him,  "  excepting 
water  property,  and  excepting  such  squares  as  are  now  appropriated, 
or  respecting  which  the  said  Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Grreenleaf  have 
made  arrangements."  A  list  of  the  excepted  squares  is  subjoined, 
numerically  distinguished. 

Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Ghreenleaf  also  stipulate  to  secure  Law,  in 
the  discharge  of  their  contract,  by  a  mortgage  of  other  lands  in  the 
city,  ^'  which  are  now  in  their  possession,  until  they  can  give  good 
and  sufficient  titles  to  the  said  Law,  of  such  property  as  he  may 
select,  and  of  which  the  titles  are  not  already  vested  in  them ; "  but 
Law  is  to  select  by  squares ;  to  select  in  ninety  days,  and  to  build 
in  conformity  with  Morris  and  Qreenleaf 's  contract  with  the  com- 
missioners. 

*From  this  contract  emanated  the  mortgage  of  the  4th  of  [  *  489  ] 
September,  1796. 

It  was  evidently  incumbent  on  Law  to  make  his  selection  in  ninety 
days,  or  show  some  adequate  cause  to  excuse  him  from  the  discharge 
of  that  part  of  his  agreement.  The  evidence  that  he  did  make  his 
selection  in  the  prescribed  time  is  contained  in  his  amended  answer, 
drawn  from  him  by  express  allegations  in  the  bill,  and  an  exception 
to  his  answer,  in  which  he  swears  that  his  selection  was  made  in 
due  time,  and  that  a  copy  of  his  selection,  thus  made,  was,  in  due 
time,  communicated  to  the  other  parties.  This  fact,  therefore,  being 
uncontradicted  by  any  evidence,  and  confirmed  by  the  solicitude 
expressed  by  Law,  in  all  his  correspondence,  to  obtain  his  titles, 
must  be  considered  as  established,  and  throws  upon  the  opposite 
party  an  obligation  to  show,  either  that  he  complied  with  the  selection 
so  made,  or  some  sufficient  reason  why  it  was  not  complied  with. 
For  these  purposes  they  contend  that  it  was  in  part  complied  with, 
and  that  it  was  the  fault  of  Law  himself  that  it  was  not  wholly 
complied  with. 

It  appears  that  on  the  14th  of  March,  1796,  there  were  conveyed 
to  Law,  792,939  square  feet  of  ground ;  and  on  the  20th  of  July, 
1797, 1,156,857  square  feet. 

In  these  conveyances  Law  acquiesces,  with  two  exceptions :  — 

1.  That  128,223  square  feet,  contained  in  squares  727, 789,  and  729, 
have  since  been  recovered  of  him  by  due  course  of  law. 

2.  That  in  the  computation  of  square  feet  supposed  to  be  conveyed 
to  him,  are  included  the  superficies  of  the  alleys  passing  through 
those  squares  in  which  the  entire  squares  were  not  conveyed. 

To  understand  this  objection,  it  is  necessary  to  remark  that,  in  the 
division  between  the  commissioners  and  the  proprietors,  it  firequently 
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happens  that  several  lots  in  a  square  were  assigned  to  the  proprietor. 

In  the  selectioi^  made  by  Morris  and  Nicholson,  and  in  those  made  by 

Law,  the  exigency  of  the  agreement  to  choose  by  squares, 

[  *  490  ]  *  was  considered  as  gratified  by  the  choice  of  all  that  part 

of  a  square  which  had  been  allotted  to  the  commissionerB. 

To  the  first  exception,  the  assignees  reply  that  Law  was  conusant 
of  the  defect  of  title  in  the  squares  alluded  to ;  that  he  took  them 
with  his  eyes  open,  and  therefore  cannot  now  claim  indemnity. 

But  we  do  not  subscribe  to  this  opinion.  There  is  no  evidence  in 
the  case,  that  he  did  agree  to  take  these  squares  cum  onere.  The 
letter  of  the  1st  of  September,  1799,  proves  nothing  of  the  kind 
The  condition  of  the  obligation  is  not  complied  with  by  a  convey- 
ance of  a  defective  title. 

The  obligation  to  convey  a  good  and  sufficient  title  with  a  general 
warranty,  will  carry  with  it  the  obligation  to  refund  in  case  of  eviction. 
Law's  knowledge  of  the  incumbered  state  of  the  title  is  of  no  conse- 
quence, whilst  the  opposite  party  was  under  an  obligation  to  make 
that  title  good  and  sufficient.  The  assignees  are,  in  this  respect,  in 
no  better  situation  than  the  original  parties.  Their  rights  and 
interests  are  altogether  subordinate  to  those  of  Law.  They  take  the 
property  in  every  respect  incumbered  with  the  obligation  to  make 
good  the  contracts  of  Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Greenleaf  with  him, 
not  only  on  general  principles,  but  by  express  exception  in  favor  of 
existing  liens  and  incumbr&uices. 

With  regard  to  the  allowance  for  the  superficies  of  the  alleys,  we 
remark,  that  if  the  alleys  be  comprised  under  the  denomination  of 
streets,  the  conveyance  of  the  ground  which  they  cover  would  be 
void,  and  unquestionably  will  not  amount  to  a  gratification  of  the 
contract  But  from  the  President's  instructions  of  the  17th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1791,  there  is  reason  to  think  that  they  were  rights  of  way 
appurtenant  to  the  lots  of  each  square  respectively.  If  this  claim 
of  Law's  extended  to  the  alleys  in  those  squares  of  which  the  whole 
was  conveyed  to  him,  there  would  be  some  ground  for  disputing  it 
But  as  it  is  confined  to  those  squares  only  in  which  the  right  could 
not  be  merged,  because  some  one  or  more  of  the  lots  were  the 
property  of  another,  we  think  the  allowance  ought  to  be  made; 
for  Law  certainly  has  not  acquired  a  title  in  fee-simple  in  those 

alleys. 
[  *  491  ]      *  2.  It  is  contended  that  it  was  in  Law's  power  to  have 
obtained  a  full  performance ;  and  they  charge  him  with 
various  acts  to  which  alone  they  attribute  the  non-compliance  on 
their  part 

1.  His  frequent  varying  of  his  selections.    ' 
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On  this  subject,  there  is  a  great  variety  of  evidence  and  many  con- 
tradictory allegations.  But  upon  the  whole,  it  appears  that  after 
acquiescing  in  a  number  of  changes,  the  selections  about  the  last  of 
the  year  1796,  settled  down  to  699,  696,  and  half  of  743,  and  the 
deficiency,  if  any,  to  be  supplied  out  of  squares  730,  and  north  of  697 

But  Law's  inclination  to  vary  his  selections  famishes  no  sufficient 
excuse ;  for  a  tender  of  a  conveyance  conformably  to  any  one  of 
those  selections  would  have  been  a  performance. 

On  the  6th  of  December,  1796,  it  appears  a  deed  was  tendered ;  and 
this  is  asserted  to  have  been  a  legal  performance  of  their  part  of  the 
agreement.  Law  contends  that  it  was  not,  because  it  contained  the 
building  stipulation,  a  distinct,  independent  contract,  and  which 
ought  not  to  have  been  made  a  part  of  this  conveyance.  This  ques- 
tion appears  at  that  time  to  have  been  submitted  to  counsel,  and 
decided  in  favor  of  Law.  Whether  correctly  or  not,  it  is  now  too 
late  to  inquire ;  for  it  appears  to  have  been  acquiesced  in,  and  con- 
veyances executed  for  nearly  the  whole  of  the  same  land  which  wus 
contained  in  the  tendered  deed.  The  conveyance  tendered  cannot, 
even  if  in  unexceptionable  form,  be  now  considered  as  a  performance  ^ 
for  the  balance  unconveyed,  since  the  land  contained  in  it  constitutes 
a  great  part  of  that  for  which  credit  is  given  upon  the  agreement ; 
and  after  receiving  conveyances  in  a  diiferent  form,  it  is  surely  too 
late  now  to  contend  for  the  sufficiency  of  those  tendered. 

3.  It  is  contended  that  the  selection  of  squares  696,  699,  and  743, 
was  not  sanctioned  by  the  contract  of  March,  1795,  and  therefore 
Morris  and  Nicholson  were  under  no  obligation  to  convey. 

It  appears  that  these  squares  were  situated  in  *  Carroll's  [  *  492  ] 
land,  and,  in  the  division  between  Carroll  and  the  commis- 
sioners, were  assigned  to  the  former.  They  thus  became  a  part  of 
that  land,  out  of  which  Morris  and  Nicholson  were  to  be  entitled  to 
have  conveyed  to  them  their  220  lots ;  and  it  is  contended  that  Law's 
right  of  selection  could  not  extend  to  these  lots,  because  they  were  to 
be  assigned  alternately ;  whereas  Law's  right  of  selection  was  to  be 
made  by  squares,  out  of  those  in  which  Morris  and  Greenleaf  had 
the  right  of  selection.  It  appears,  however,  that  Morris  and  Nichol- 
son acquiesced  in  Law's  right  to  select  firom  Carroll's  land,  and  in  a 
letter  of  March  19, 1797,  explicitly  acknowledge  it 

The  solution  of  this  apparent  inconsistency,  is  to  be  found  in  an 
observation  previously  made  on  another  point  in  this  case.  A  selec- 
tion by  squares  was,  in  practice,  considered  by  these  parties  as  com- 
plied with,  when  made  of  all  those  lots  contained  in  any  given 
square  which  were  owned  by  the  party  bound  to  convey.  There 
could,  then,  be  no  reason  for  excluding  Law  firom  enjoying  his  right 
VOL.  in.  37 
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of  selection  firom  among  the  Bqnares  contained  in  Cairoll's  land 
The  objection  certainly  comes  too  late  at  this  day.  In  Morris's 
letter  to  Mr.  Cranch,  of  February  22, 1796,  is  contained  an  express 
recognition  of  the  correctness  of  that  selection,  or  at  least  of  his 
acceptance  of  it  in  lieu  of  one  more  correctiy  made. 

This  act,  -with  its  attendant  consequences,  must  be  considered  by 
this  court  as  giving  legitimacy  to  the  selection,  tiiongh  it  had  been 
otherwise  indefensible.  Had  Law  been  then  informed  that  this 
selection  was  not  authorized  by  contract,  he  would  have  been  thrown 
on  his  right  to  amend  his  selection,  at  a  time  when  he  might  have 
done  it  with  littie  prejudice  to  his  interest  But  at  this  time  it  is 
surely  too  late  to  retract  an  assent  given  nearly  twenty  years  ago. 

With  regard  to  the  two  oQiet  squares  selected,  as  it  was  only  pro- 
visional, to  make  up  any  deficiency  that  might  exist  after  conveying 
the  three  positively  selected ;  until  the  three  absolutely  chosen  were 
conveyed,  nothing  final  could  be  done  with  these. 

The  last  objection  is  founded  on  Law's  failure  to  comply  with  his 
building  contract. 
[  •493  ]  •But  to  this  we  answer:  Law  was  not  restricted  as  to 
the  specific  lots  on  which  the  buildings  were  to  be  erected 
His  choice,  therefore,  extended  over  the  whole,  and  the  obligation 
was  not  complete  until  the  whole  land  was  conveyed  to  him.  Wc 
are  of  opinion  that  the  selection  was  sufficientiy  proved;  and  that 
Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Greenleaf  were  in  default  with  regard  to  the 
deficiency  of  land.  On  them,  therefore,  must  fall  the  consequences 
of  a  State  of  things  produced  by  their  own  default 

But  there  are  other  reasons  furnished  by  the  case,  in  support  of 
this  opinion. 

Law  had  advanced  very  considerably  in  the  discharge  of  his  build- 
ing contract  He  asserts,  (and  it  is  hcurdly  possible  to  believe  other- 
wise,) that  he  was  originally  induced  to  enter  into  that  stipulation  in 
consideration  of  similar  stipulations  entered  into  by  Morris,  Nichol- 
son, and  Greenleaf,  with  the  commissioners  and  CairoU,  and  nig^^ 
their  failure  as  his  excuse,  in  part,  for  desisting  from  building.  But 
be  this  as  it  may,  it  is  impossible  for  the  ingenuity  of  man  to  devise 
any  expedient,  by  which  a  mean  of  comparison  can  be  resorted  io 
that  would  enable  this  court  or  a  jury  to  ascertain  the  injury  result- 
ing firom  this  cause,  or  the  sum  in  damages  by  which  it  may  be 
compensated.  We  therefore  put  the  building  contract  entirely  out 
of  the  case. 

It  then  only  remains  to  decide  what  remedy  Law  is  entitled  to. 

It  is  contended,  in  behalf  of  Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Greenleaf,  that 
it  should  be  by  specific  perforaiance,  or  by  an  issue  quafUum  dammji' 
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catus;  that,  at  any  rate,  it  should  not  be  by  a  decree  to  lefund  the 
purchase-money  with  interest,  as  the  value  of  the  residue  was  neces- 
sarily diminished  by  the  gratification  of  so  large  a  proportion  of  his 
light  to  select 

To  obtain  a  specific  performance  is  no  object  of  Law's  bill ;  it  is 
incumbent  on  the  opposite  party,  therefore,  to  show  some  ground  of 
right  to  force  such  a  decree  upon  him.  But  considering,  as  we  do, 
that  Law  is  not  in  default,  there  can  be  no  reason  to  decree 
a  specific  *  performance,  when  every  thing  shows  that  it  [  *  494  ] 
would  be  productive  of  nothing  but  loss.  Besides,  a  specific 
performance,  such  as  would  answer  the  ends  of  justice  between  these 
parties,  has  now  become  impossible.  Carroll's  property  is  resumed; 
a  large  proportion  of  the  land  purchased  of  the  commissioners  sold 
under  legal  process,  and  thus  the  benefit  of  selection  so  diminished 
that,  if  performance  were  to  take  place,  it  must  take  place  stripped 
of  this  its  most  valuable  appendage ;  whilst  the  diminution  of  the 
value  of  property,  and  the  change  of  circumstances,  produced  by  a 
lapse  of  twenty  years,  would  render  it  mockery  to  call  any  execution 
specific. 

An  issue  q%iantum  danmifiaUtts  it  is  certainly  competent  to  this 
court  to  order  in  this  case ;  but  it  is  not  consistent  with  the  equity 
practice  to  order  it,  in  any  case  in  which  the  court  can  lay  hold  of  a 
simple,  equitable,  and  precise  rule  to  ascertain  the  amount  which  it 
ought  to  decree. 

In  this  case,  the  failure  on  the  part  of  Morris,  Nicholson,  and 
Greenleaf,  certainly  was  as  early  as  December,  1796,  at  a  time  when 
there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  any  diminution  in  the  value  of 
property  had  taken  place. 

And  as  to  the  argument  that  the  value  of  the  right  of  selection 
diminished  in  proportion  to  the  exercise  of  it ;  that  each  subsequent 
choice  was  of  less  value  than  the  preceding,  we  think  it  is  a  sufficient 
answer  that  Law  never  appears  to  have  enjoyed  the  full  benefit  of 
his  right  of  selection,  in  consequence  of  the  difficulties  which  appear, 
at  all  times,  to  have  obstructed  his  getting  titles,  firom  the  commis- 
sioners or  others.  And  finally,  when  his  choice  settled  down  upon 
the  squares  727,  789,  and  729,  and  on  Carroll's  squares  696, 699,  and 
half  of  743,  he  was  evicted  firom  the  three  former,  and  never  could 
get  the  titles  to  the  three  latter.  Now,  these  squares  nearly  make  up 
his  deficiency ;  and  there  is  reason  to  believe  they  are  among  the  most 
valuable  of  his  choicet  At  any  rate,  they  appear  to  have  been  the 
favorite  objects  of  his  choice.  We  are  tiierefore  of  opinion,  that  the 
rule  of  equity  in  this  case  is  that  adopted  by  the  court  below ;  to  wit, 
refunding  at  the  rate  of  purchase,  according  to  the  quantity  actually 


486  SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Fntt  V.  Lftw.    9  C. 

deficient ;  but  that  interest  is  to  be  calculated  only  from  the  time 
when  the  selections  were  finally  made,  which  we  fix  at  1st  of  Janu- 
ary, 1797. 
[  *495  ]  *  With  regard  to  the  actual  deficiency,  it  is  understood 
that  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  adjusting  it,  as  the  measure- 
ment and  calculations  of  Mr.  King  will  be  acquiesced  in. 

We  must  next  determine  in  what  manner  the  money  to  be  decreed 
to  Law,  in  pursuance  of  the  foregoing  principles,  is  to  be  raised 
firom  the  mortgaged  premises ;  and  this  leads  us  to  the  connection 
between  the  interests  of  Law,  and  those  of  Campbell,  and  Duncan- 
son. 

Campbell  was  holder  of  the  negotiable  paper  of  Morris  and  Nich- 
olson, to  a  considerable  amount 

Greenleaf  had  conveyed  to  Morris  and  Nicholson  all  his  interest  in 
the  mortgaged  premises,  so  that  each  of  them  was  entitled  to  an 
undivided  half  part  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  Campbell  sued 
out  an  attachment  against  Morris  and  Nicholson,  severally,  under  the 
laws  of  Maryland,  (as  this  part  of  the  district  was  then  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  Maryland,)  and  had  it  levied  on  sundry  of  these 
mortgaged  squares,  specifically  designating  them  by  their  numbers. 
An  issue  was  made  up,  and  at  the  trial  before  the  court  to  which  the 
writ  was  returnable,  the  question  was  distinctly  made,  whether  the 
equitable  interest  of  the  defendants  in  these  squares  was  the  subject 
of  attachment  That  court  decided  that  they  were  not ;  afid  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals  to  have  their  judgment 
reversed. 

On  the  hearing  before  the  court  of  appeals,  the  decision  of  that 
court  is  reversed,  and  the  squares  attached  are  specifically  and  nomer- 
ically  condemned,  to  satisfy  the  debt  due  to  CampbelL  And,  finally, 
process  issues  out  of  that  court,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  reciting 
the  attachment  and  condenmation  of  these  squares,  describing  them 
with  equal  precision,  and  conounanding  the  sheriff  to  make,  from  the 
said  lands,  the  money  necessary  to  satisfy  the  judgment  Under 
this  writ,  the  squares  so  condemned  were  sold ;  Campbell  becomes 
the  purchaser ;  and  Law,  at  the  instance  of  Campbell,  and  without 
the  privity  of  the  assignees,  executes  a  release,  to  Morris  and  Nichol* 
son,  which  is  put  on  record;  at  the  same  time  taking  a  bond  of 
indemnity,  from   Campbell,  against  all  consequences  that  might 

result  from  this  act 

[  *496  ]      *  Much  ability  has  been  exhibited  in  argument,  on  the 

question  whether  an  equitable  interest  in  lands  and  tene* 

ments,  be  the  subject  of  attachment  under  the  laws  of  Maryland. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  we  are  not  now  at  liberty  to  enter  into 
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the  consideration  of  that  question.  The  decision  of  the  court  of 
appeals  is  final  and  conclusive  on  this  point  The  question  was  fully 
brought  before  them;  and,  although  it  had  not  fixed  the  law,  would 
have  fixed  the  fate  of  these  lands  beyond  reversaL 

Some  doubt  is  entertained,  by  one  member  of  the  court,  whether 
the  laws  of  Maryland  go  further  than  to  authorize  the  condemnation 
of  this  interest  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  so  as  to  leave  the  plaintiff 
still  under  the  necessity  of  applying  to  an  equitable  tribunal  to  efiect 
a  sale. 

But  the  majority  are  of  opinion  that  the  attachment  act,  in  making 
this  interest  tangible,  makes  it  subject  to  the  ordinary  process  of  the 
law  courts,  and  that  in  vesting  in  the  courts  in  which  the  condemna- 
tion takes  place,  the  power  to  issue  execution,  as  in  case  of  other 
judgments,  it  has  left  it  with  those  courts  so  to  fistshion  its  process  as 
to  meet  the  exigency  of  each  case.  In  this  case,  the  very  special 
nature  of  the  execution  shows  that  it  has  been  fashioned  with  great 
care  and  learning.  We  therefore  hold  the  sale,  under  this  execution, 
to  be  valid. 

Some  conclusions  were  attempted  to  be  drawn,  in  favor  of  the 
assignees,  firom  the  inadequacy  of  the  price  at  which  the  property 
sold,  and  firom  the  following  state  of  facts :  Greenleaf  had  issued  an 
attachment,  to  the  use  of  the  assignees,  against  this  property  of 
Morris  and  Nicholson,  a  day  prior  to  that  of  CampbelL  Subsequent 
to  that  of  Campbell,  Morris  and  Nicholson  assign  all  their  interest  in 
this  property  to  these  assignees.  Greenleaf  s  attachment  was  never 
prosecuted  to  judgment. 

It  is  contended  that  this  union  between  the  prior  lien  and  the 
interest  attached,  defeats  the  immediate  lien. 

But  we  cannot  admit  this  conclusion. 

*  Levying  an  attachment  has  the  double  e£fect  df  creatmg  [  *  497  ] 
a  lien  and  instituting  an  action.  But  the  lien  is  only  incho- 
ate ;  it  awaits  the  judgment  of  the  court  for  its  consummation,  and 
must  fall  with  the  suit.  To  decide  otherwise  would  be  to  permit  the 
defendant,  by  collusion,  or  his  own  act,  to  nullify  the  lien  of  the 
subsequent  attachment. 

As  to  the  inadequacy  of  price,  the  evidence  is  full  to  show 
that  it  was  produced  altogether  by  the  steps  taken  by  the  agents  of 
the  assignees  to  embarrass  or  prevent  the  sale,  and  by  the  supposed 
weight  of  the  incumbrances  resting  upon  the  land  In  this  respect, 
therefore,  there  is  no  imputation  to  be  cast  upon  CampbelL 

With  regard  to  the  release,  it  is  very  evident  that,  as.it  was  never 
accepted  by  the  assignees,  it  ought  in  nowise  to  operate  to  their 
prejudice ;  nor  ought  Campbell  to  derive  any  benefit  firom  it,  as  it 

37* 
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was  gratuitously  proposed  by  him  under  an  arrangement  with  Law. 
Give  efficacy  to  this  release,  and  consider  how  it  will  operate. 
Campbell  purchases  at  a  reduced  price,  subject  to  an  incumbrance ; 
but  give  effect  to  this  release,  and  he  holds  an  absolute  fee,  absolved 
from  all  incumbrance. 

Again,  the  property  mortgaged  to  Law,  is  liable  for  the  whole 
amount  to  be  raised  for  his  indemnity;  but  give  efficacy  to  this 
release,  and  whilst  Campbell  acquires  an  unincumbered  estate,  on 
the  one  hand ;  on  the  other,  the  residue  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
(that  of  which  the  assignees  have  not  been  deprived  by  sale  of  the 
sheriff,)  must  be  sacrificed  to  raise  the  money  due  to  Law.  From 
this  it  will  follow,  either  that  a  ratable  abatement  should  be  made, 
by  Law,  proportionate  to  the  squares  by  him  released  to  Campbell, 
or  that  those  squares  should  contribute  their  due  proportion  towards 
paying  Law. 

Before  we  proceed  to  apply  these  principles  to  the  final  disposal  of 
the  case,  it  is  necessary  to  show  in  what  manner  the  interests  of 
Duncanson  and  Ward  become  involved  with  those  of  these  other 
parties. 

Duncanson,  at  the  request  of  Morris,   Nicholson,  and 
[  ^498  ]  •Greenleaf,  and  for  their  use,  drew  bills  on  a  variety  of 
correspondents,  to  the  amount  of  12,000^ 

On  the  12th  of  September,  1795,  Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Greenleaf 
executed  a  mortgage  of  eighteen  squares  in  the  city  of  Washington, 
to  indemnify  Duncanson  against  the  return  of  these  biUs.  They 
were  eighteen  of  the  squares  previously  mortgaged  to  Law. 

Of  these  bills  about  7,6002.  were  returned  under  protest,  as  the 
property  of  Ward ;  and  that  sum,  together  with  the  damages,  was 
paid,  on  the  26th  of  December,  1796,  to  Ward,  by  Greenleaf^  No 
satisfaction  was  entered  on  the  mortgage,  nor  any  assignment 
demanded  until  a  day  long  subsequent  The  residue  of  the  bills 
were  also  returned  and  paid  by  Ghreenleaf. 

Thus  circumstanced,  whilst  the  mortgage  appeared  on  record  in 
full  life,  when  in  fact  defunct,  as  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
created  had  been  answered,  the  attachment  of  Campbell  was  levied 
on  thirteen  of  these  squares,  and  they  were  finally  condemned,  sold, 
and  purchased  by  him.  After  the  sale,  notice  was  given  to  Duncan* 
son,  not  to  release,  and  that  an  assignment  to  Miller,  the  assignee  of 
Greenleaf,  would  be  demanded  of  him.  The  demand  of  Greenleall 
on  Morris  and  Nicholson,  arising  from  taking  up  these  bills,  was 
contained  in  his  assignment  to  Miller ;  and  this  payment  is  among 
the  items  making  up  the  debit  side  of  the  account  stated  between 
Greenleaf  and  Morris  and  Nicholson* 
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Miller,  the  assignee,  contends  that  he  is  entitled  to  such  an  assign* 
ment  from  Duncanson,  and,  therefore,  to  be  considered  in  this  court 
as  entitled  to  all  the  advantages  which  he  would  have  derived  firom 
such  an  assignment  if  actually  made. 

On  the  one  hand,  Campbell  had,  at  the  sale,  all  the  benefit  of  this 
sum  as  an  existing  incumbrance  upon  the  land.  It  was,  in  fact,  so 
much  credited  on  the  purchase*money  for  which  it  sold ;  but  on  the 
other,  it  is  contended  that  it  was  a  firaud  upon  the  public,  to  keep  up 
the  appearance  of  an  existing  mortgage  on  this  property,  when  it 
was  in  fact  satisfied;  that  the  agents  of  the  assignees  alone  knew 
this  fact,  and  good  faith  demanded  of  them  that  they  should  have 
avowed  it. 

*  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  answer  to  this  argument  is  [  *499  ] 
complete.  The  assignees  did  not  conceive  it  to  be  a  satis- 
fied mortgage ;  they  then  supposed,  and  now  contend,  that  an  equit- 
able interest  in  the  security,  given  for  the  payment  of  the  bills, 
resulted  to  Greenleaf,  for  two  thirds  of  the  sum  paid  by  him  on  the 
biUs,  and  passed  to  them  on  the  assignment  This  reply,  whether 
correct  in  point  of  law  or  not,  certainly  removes  aU  imputation  of 
firaud.  But  if  it  did  not,  what  reason  can  be  assigned  why  Camp- 
bell should  take  to  himself  a  benefit  firom  it  ?  Had  it  been  produc- 
tive, in  any  mode,  of  injury  or  loss  to  him,  it  might  have  been  urged 
with  some  plausibility ;  but  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  any 
such  effect  has  resulted  firom  it.  It  could  only  operate  to  reduce  the 
sales  of  the  squares ;  and  in  this  respect  all  the  effects  produced  by  it 
resulted  to  his  benefit  altogether. 

One  thing  is  indisputable ;  that  if  this  mortgage  be  decreed  satis- 
fied, Campbell  has  acquired  an  interest  which  he  never  purchased, 
and,  acquired  that  interest  in  property  which  ought  otherwise  to 
belong  to  the  assignees.  It  might,  perhaps,  be  made  a  question 
whether  the  whole  amount  apparently  secured  by  the  mortgage, 
ought  not  to  be  made  the  measure  of  compensation  to  the  assignees; 
for  to  that  amount  it  may  reasonably  be  supposed  the  price  of  the 
property  was  reduced  at  the  sale ;  to  that  amount  were  they  damni- 
fied, and  to  that  amount  the  purchaser  was  benefited.  But  it  would 
not  be  consistent  with  the  nature  of  these  purchases  to  apply  that 
rule  to  them  with  strictness.  The  uncertainty  under  which  a  pur- 
chase is  made,  when  made  subject  to  an  unliquidated  incumbrance, 
gives  such  a  purchase  somewhat  the  nature  of  a  speculation  which  the 
purchaser  ought,  to  a  reasonable  extent,  to  have  the  benefit  of,  if  it 
prove  lucrative.  It  is,  therefore,  only  on  the  ground  of  an  equitable 
existing  lien  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  or  equitable  claim  upon 
Campbell,  that  the  court  can  decree  in  favor  of  the  assignees.   And,  as 
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Campbell  has  filed  his  bill  of  interpleader,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  to 
redeem,  we  think  the  court  at  liberty,  when  decreeing  in  his  favor,  to 
impose  on  him  such  equitable  terms  as  the  nature  of  the  case  suggests, 
•  The  foregoing  reasoning  proves  that  Campbell  ought,  in 
[  *600  ]  conscience,  to  make  compensation  to  the  *  mortgagor,  the 
former  proprietor  of  the  fee,  for  that  part  of  the  interest 
which  the  mortgage  appeared  to  cover.  He  did  not  purchase  it,  and, 
therefore,  although  strict  right  may  secure  to  him  the  whole,  he  ought 
to  be  charged  with  a  sum  in  compensation  for  the  interest  so 
acquired  above  what  was  proposed  to  be  sold 

Again,  had  these  bills  not  been  taken  up,  and  the  holder  prosecuted 
all  the  drawers  and  indorsers  to  insolvency,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  holder  would  have  been  entitled  to  charge  the  mortgaged 
premises,  in  equity,  with  the  payment  of  the  bills.  But  what  differ* 
ence  is  there,  in  equity,  between  the  case  of  any  other  holder  of*  these 
bills,  and  that  of  Grreenleaf,  who,  when  liable,  equitably,  only  for  one 
third,  was  compelled  to  take  up  the  whole,  and  did  it  with  his  own 
funds?  It  consists  only  in  this  ;  that  the  one  becomes  creditor  for  the. 
whole ;  the  other  only  for  two  thirds. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  thirteen  squares  pn^ 
chased  by  Campbell  should  be  ratably  charged  with  the  payment  of 
the  debt  resulting,  mider  these  transactions,  from  Morris  and  Nichol- 
son,  to  Greenleaf. 

DECREE. 
Pratt  and  others,  Flaintiffi  below,  v.  Thos.  Law  and  Wm.  Cahpbxll. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  &c.  Whereupon  it  is  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  in  this  case,  be  reversed  and  aimulled ;  and  this 
court  decrees :  That  the  complainants  shall  be  permitted  to  redeem  the 
mortgaged  premises,  exclusive  of  those  squares  purchased  by  the  said 
William  Campbell,  upon  paying  and  satisfying  to  the  said  Thomas 
Law,  at  the  rate  of  five  pence,  Pennsylvania  currency,  per  square  foot, 
for  the  actual  difference  between  the  number  of  square  feet  conveyed 
to  the  said  Law,  and  the  number  of  2,400,000  square  feet  which 
Morris,  Nicholson,  and  Greenleaf  were  bound  to  convey,  deducting 
from  the  number  of  square  feet  said  to  have  been  conveyed  to  Law, 
the  square  feet  covered  by  the  alleys  in  those  squares  in  which  the 
entire  square  was  not  conveyed  to  Law,  with  interest  on  the  sum  so 
to  be  liquidated,  calculated  from  the  first  day  of  January,  1797,  at 
6  percent 
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*  And  it  is  farther  decreed,  that  towards  paying  and  satis-  [  *  501  ] 
fying  the  sum  so  to  be  ascertained,  the  said  William  Camp- 
bell do  pay  and  contribate  a  sum  proportionate  to  the  ratio  which  the 
squares  purchased  by  him  bear  to  the  residue  of  the  premises  mort- 
gaged to  Law,  in  quantity  of  square  feet,  with  interest  thereon  from 
the  1st  of  January,  1797. 

That  on  payment  of  the  said  sum,  the  said  Thomas  Law  shall 
reconvey  to  the  complainants  all  those  squares,  or  other  mortgaged 
premises,  which  were  not  sold  as  aforesaid ;  and  to  the  said  William 
Campbell,  all  those  squares  which  the  said  William  Campbell 
attached  and  purchased,  as  in  bill  and  answer  set  forth. 

And  the  court  further  decrees,  that  if  the  said  William  Campbell 
shall  not,  in  six  months  after  the  liquidation  of  the  sum  to  be  paid 
by  him,  and  notice  thereof,  with  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  pay 
and  satisfy  to  the  said  complainants  the  sum  so  liquidated,  then  the 
said  squares,  so  purchased  by  him,  shall  be  sold  under  order  of  the 
said  circuit  court,  to  pay  and  satisfy  that  sum ;  and  that  this  cause 
be  remanded  to  the  said  circuit  court,  for  further  proceedings  neces- 
sary to  carry  into  effect  this  decree. 

DECREE. 
Pratt  and  others,  Defendants  below,  v.  Thomas  Law. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  &c.  Whereupon  it  is  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  be 
reversed  and  annulled ;  and  this  court  decrees,  that  the  said  mort- 
gaged premises,  whereof  the  said  Thomas  La'w  prays  foreclosure, 
shall  be  sold,  under  order  of  the  circuit  court,  for  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, in  the  county  of  Washington,  to  pay  and  satisfy,  to  the  said 
Thomas  Law,  so  much. of  the  sum  adjudged  to  the  said  Law,  in  the 
case  of  these  defendants,  against  the  said  Law  and  W.  Campbell, 
decided  at  this  term,  as  will  be  proportionate  to  the  ratio  which  the 
said  portion  of  the  said  premises  bears  to  that  proportion  of  the  said 
premises  to  which  the  said  Law  executed  a  release  in  favor 
of  Campbell,  as  in  bill  mentioned ;  unless  the  said  *  com-  [  *  502  ] 
plainants  shall,  in  six  months  after  liquidation  of  the  said 
sum,  and  notice  thereof,  pay  and  satisfy  to  the  said  Law,  so  much 
of  the  said  sum  as  is,  in  this  decree,  ordered  to  be  raised.  Upon 
payment  of  which  sum  the  said  Law  (shall)  release  to  the  said  com- 
plainants his  interest  in  the  said  premises. 

It  is  further  ordered,  that  this  cause  be  remanded  to  the  circuit 
court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  the  county  of  Washington,  for 
further  proceedings  to' carry  into  effect  this  decree. 
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DECREE. 
Pkatt  and  others,  Defendant!  below,  v.  Whxiam  Campbell. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  &c  Whereupon  it  is  oidered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  be  reversed 
and  annulled ;  and  this  court  decrees,  that  whenever  William  Camp- 
bell shall  pay  and  satisfy  to  John  Miller,  junior,  assignee  of  James 
Greenleaf,  so  much  of  the  two  thirds  of  the  sum  paid  by  Gieeoleaf^ 
on  the  bills  secured  by  the  mortgage  to  Duncanson,  as  will  be  pn>po^ 
tionate  to  the  ratio  which  the  squares  bought  by  Campbell,  subject  to 
the  mortgage  to  Duncanson,  bear,  in  quantity,  to  the  whole  eighteen 
squares  mortgaged  to  Duncanson,  then  the  said  Campbell  shall  hold 
the  said  squares  so  purchased  by  him,  free  and  discharged  of  the 
said  mortgage ;  and  the  said  Duncanson  and  the  complainants  shall 
thereupon  convey  and  assign  to  the  said  Campbell  all  their  right  and 
interest  in  the  said  squares  so  purchased  by  him. 

And  it  is  further  ordered  euid  decreed,  that  if  the  said  Campbell 
shall  not,  within  six  months  next  after  the  liquidation  of  the  sum  to 
be  paid  by  him,  and  notice  thereof^  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  sam  to 
the  said  Miller,  then  the  said  squares  so  purchased  by  him  shall  be 
sold  under  the  order  of  the  circuit  court,  and  the  proceeds  thereof 
applied  to  the  payment  thereof;  having  regard,  nevertheless,  to  any 
other  existing  prior  lien  upon  the  said  squares ;  and  this  cause  is 
remanded  to  the  chrcuit  court  for  further  proceedings  thereon  to  cany 
into  effect  this  decree. 

5  W.  429;  2  P.  354;  14  P.  172;  8  H.  134. 
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Negress  Sally  Henrt,  by  William  Henry,  her  father  and  next 

Mend,  v.  Ball. 

1  W.  1. 

The  act  of  assembly  of  Maryland,  which  prohibits  the  importation  of  slaves  "for  sale  or  to 
reside,"  applies  only  to  a  permanent,  not  a  temporary  residence,  and  to  an  importation  by 
the  master  and  general  owner,  and  not  by  a  bidlee  for  a  short  tenn. 

Error  to  the  circtdt  coturt  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  a  peti- 
tion for  freedom  by  the  plaintiff,  who,  being  owned  by  the  defendant, 
in  Virginia,  was  placed  for  one  year  with  Mrs.  Bankin,  then  a  resi- 
dent in  Virginia,  who  during  the  year  removed  to  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington, and  brought  the  plaintiff  with  her ;  the  plaintiff  remained  in 
Washington  a  few  months,  but  before  the  expiration  of  the  year  was 
taken  back  to  Virginia  by  the  defendant,  and  afterwards  brought  by 
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him  to  Washington,  when  he  came  there  to  reside.  The  plaintiff's 
connsel  prayed  the  court  below  to  instmct  the  jury  that,  if  they 
believed,  from  the  evidence,  the  defendant  knew  of  the  intended 
importation  by  Mrs.  Rankin,  and  did  not  object  to  it,  then  such 
importation  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  her  freedom ;  and  that  if  he  knew 
of  and  did  not  object  to  the  importation,  it  was  competent  for  the 
jnry  to  infer  he  assented  to  it  This  instmction  the  conrt  refrued  to 
give,  but  did  instract  them  that  if  they  believed  Mrs.  Rankin  was  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  came  to  Washington  with  a  bond 
fide  intention  of  settling  therein,  then  her  importation  of  the  said 
slave  was  lawful,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  her  freedom, 
whether  the  importation  were  or  were  not  made  with  the  consent  of 
the  defendant     To  this  refrisal  and  i^oling,  exception  was  taken. 

Key^  for  the  plaintiff 

LaWf  for  the  defendant 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  after  stat' 
ing  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

This  cause  depends  on  an  act  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  which  is 
in  force  in  the  county  of  Washington.  The  first  section  of 
[  *  4  ]  that  statute  enacts,  *"  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  biiiig 
into  this  State  any  negro,  mulatto,  or  other  slave,  fcnr  sale, 
or  to  reside  within  this  State ;  and  any  person  brought  into  this 
State  contrary  to  this  act,  if  a  slave  before,  shall,  thereupon,  immedi- 
ately cease  to  be  the  property  of  the  person  or  persons  so  importing 
or  bringing  such  slaves  within  this  State,  and  shall  be  free."  The 
second  section  contains  a  proviso  in  favor  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  coming  into  this  State  with  a  bond  fide  intention  of  settling 
therein,  and  bringing  slaves  v^th  them.  The  4th  section  enacts, 
that  <^  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  be  construed  or  taken  to 
affect  the  right  of  any  person  or  persons,  travelling  or  sojourning  with 
any  slave  or  slaves,  within  this  State,  such  slave  or  slaves  not  being 
sold,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  in  this  State,  but  carried  by  the  owner 
out  of  the  State,  or  attempted  to  be  carried." 

This  act  appears  to  the  court  not  to  comprehend  the  case  now 
under  consideration.  The  expressions  of  that  part  of  the  first  section, 
which  prohibits  the  importation  of  slaves,  are  restricted  to  cases  of 
importations,  "  for  sale  or  to  reside  in  this  State."  The  petitioner 
was  obviously  not  imported  for  sale,  nor  is  the  court  of  opinion  that 
the  short  time  for  which  she  was  to  continue  vnth  Mrs.  Rankin,  can 
satisfy  the  words,  "  to  reside  within  this  State."     The  legislature 
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must  have  intended  to  prohibit  a  general  residence,  not  a  special 
limited  residence,  where  the  slave  is  to  remain  for  that  portion  of 
the  year  for  which  she  was  hired  that  still  remained. 

If  on  this  point  the  first  section  of  the  act  could  be 
thought  doubtful,  the  fourth  section  seems  to  *  remove  that  [  *  5  ] 
doubt.  It  declares  that  '^nothing  in  the  act  contained 
shall  be  construed  or  taken  to  affect  the  right  of  any  person  travel- 
ling or  sojourning,  with  any  slave  or  slaves,  within  this  State,  such 
slave  or  slaves  not  being  sold,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  in  this  State, 
but  carried  by  the  owner  out  of  this  State,  or  attempted  to  be 
carried." 

This  section  sufficiently  explains  the  residence  contemplated  by 
the  legislature  in  the  first  section.  The  term  sojourning'  means 
something  more  than  <<  traveUing,"  and  applies  to  a  temporary,  as 
contra-distinguished  firom  a  permanent,  residence.  The  court  is  also 
of  opinion  that  the  act  contemplates  and  punishes  an  importation, 
or  bringing  into  the  State  by  the  master  or  owner  of  the  slave. 
This  construction,  in  addition  to  its  plain  justice,  is  supported  by  the 
words  of  the  first  section.  That  section  declares,  that  "a  person 
brought  into  this  State  as  a  slave,  contrary  to  this  act,  if  a  slave 
before,  shall  thereupon  cease  to  be  the  property  of  the  person  or 
persons,  so  importing  or  bringing  such  slave  within  this  State,  and 
shall  be  firee."  It  is  apparent,  that  the  legislature  had  in  view  the 
case  of  a  slave  brought  by  the  owner,  since  it  is  the  property  of  the 
person  importing  the  slave  which  is  forfeited. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  we  have  been  able  to  give  this  statute, 
the  court  is  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  petitioner  acquired  no 
right  to  freedom,  by  having  been  brought  into  the  county  of  Wash- 
ington by  Mrs.  Rankin,  for  one  year's  service,  she  having  been  in  the 
course  of  the  year  carried  back  to  Virginia,  by  her  master. 

•  The  circuit  court  appears  to"  have  considered  the  case  as  [  *  6  ] 
coming  within  the  proviso  of  the  2d  section.  If  in  this 
opinion  that  court  were  even  to  be  thought  mistaken,  the  error  does 
not  injure  the  petitioner,  and  is  therefore  no  cause  for  reversal.  The 
co^^t  is  unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be 
affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


VOL.  III.  38 
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Negro  John  Davis  et  oL  v.  Wood. 

1  W.  6. 

Evidence,  by  hearsay  and  general  repntation,  u  admissible  only  as  to  pedigree,  bat  not  to 

'  Or-  H-  '^^      establish  the  freedom  of  the  petitioner's  ancestor,  and  thence  to  deduce  his  or  her  own. 

'^xf  /^.  .C  '  ^   Verdicts  are  evidence  between  parties  and  privies  only ;  and  a  record,  proving  tiie  ancestor's 

/y     -s  -i.'      freedom  to  have  been  established  in  a  suit  against  another  party,  to  whom  the  petitionee 

was  sold  by  the  present  defendant,  is  inadmissible  evidence  to  prove  the  petitioner's 

freedom. 

This  case  was  similar  to  the  preceding,  in  which  the  petitions 
excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  below:  Ist.  That  they  had 
offered  to  prove  by  competent  witnesses,  that  they  (the  witnesses) 
had  heard  old  persons,  now  dead,  declare  that  a  certain  Mary  Davis, 
now  dead,  was  a  white  woman,  bom  in  England,  and  such  was  the 
general  report  in  the    neighborhood  where  she  lived;    and  also 

offered  the  same  kind  of  testimony  to  'prove  that  Susan 
[•  •?   ]  Davis,  mother  of  the  petitioners,  was  lineally  •descended, 

in  the  female  line,  from  the  said  Mary ;  and  it  was  admitted 
that  said  Susan  was,  at  the  time  of  petitioning,  free,  and  acting  in  all 
respects  as  a  free  woman ;  which  evidence,  by  hearsay  and  general 
reputation,  the  court  refused  to  admit,  except  so  far  as  it  was  appli- 
cable to  the  fact  of  the  petitioners'  pedigree.  2d*  That  they,  having 
proved  that  the  petitioners  are  the  children  of  Susan  Davis,  and  that 
she  is  the  same  person  named  in  a  certain  record  in  a  cause  wherein 
Susan  Davis,  and  her  daughter  Ary,  were  petitioners  against  Caleb 
Swan,  and  recovered  their  freedom,  the  plaintiffs  offered  to  read  said 
record  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  as  primd  facie  testimony  that  they  arc 
descendants,  in  the  female  line,  from  a  free  woman,  who  was  bom 
free,  and  are  of  free  condition,  connected  with  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  in  this  cause  sold  said  Susan  to  Swan,  the  defendant  in 
said  record,  which  the  court  refused  to  suffer  the  petitioners  to  read 
to  the  jury  as  evidence  in  this  cause. 

Lee  and  Law^  for  the  plaintifik 

Kegy  contra. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  stated 
that,  as  to  the  first  exception,  the  court  had  revised  its  opinion  in  the 
case  of  Mima  Queen  and  child  v.  Hepburn,  7  C.  290,  and  confirmed 
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it     As  to  the  second  exception,  the  record  was  not  between  the 
same  parties.    The  rule  is,  that  verdicts  are  evidence  between 
parties  and  privies.     The  court  does  not  feel  inclined  •to  [   •Q   ] 
enlarge  the  exceptions  to  this  general  rule,  and,  therefore, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed 

10  P.  412. 


The  Samuel.    Pierce  and  Beach,  Claimants. 
1  w.  9. 

A  libel,  bj  the  United  States,  in  the  admiralty,  to  procure  a  forfeiture,  is  an  informatioiLcri4<  /  /^^ 
The  same  technical  nicetj  is  not  required  as  in  indictments  at  common  law ;  it  is  sufiScient^^    ^  J  ^ 
if  the  offence  be  described  in  the  words  of  the  law,  and  so  set  forth  that,  if  the  allegations^  ^.    '^t 
be  tme,  the  offence  must  be  within  the  statute.  ^  /^  •  \^  f  ^ 

A  certificate,  bj  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court,  upon  a  deposition,  that  it  was  filed  after  thdc^pi/^ .  ^  / 
trial,  controls  the  fact  that  it  is  found  on  the  record,  shows  that  it  fonned  no  part  of  the  yw^-  c^  ^^^ 
cause  in  the  circuit  court,  and  opens  it  to  erery  exception,  as  if  offered  here  for  the  fixst^^^    ^^  ^ 


**  That  the  deponent  is  a  seaman,  on  board  a  gunboat,  in  the  harbor  of  Newport,  and  liable  ,y^     , 
to  be  ordered  to  some  other  place,  and  not  to  be  able  to  attend  the  trial,"  is  not  legal  ^'p 
cause  for  taking  his  deposition  de  bene  eaae.  ^/i- 

It  it  were,  it  must  appear  also  that  the  witness  could  not  attend  at  the  triaL 

Appeal  fiom  the  circuit  court  for  the  Rhode  Island  district  The 
Brig  Samuel  sailed  firom  St.  Bartholomew's,  an  island  belonging  to 
his  Majesty  the  king  of  Sweden,  in  the  month  of  November,  1811, 
with  a  cargo  consisting  of  rum,  molasses,  and  some  other  articles^ 
and  arrived  in  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  on  the  8th  of  the  following 
December,  where  the  vessel  and  cargo  were  seized,  and  libelled  in 
the  district  court  as  being  forfeited  to  the  United  States, 
under  the  act  of  congress  prohibiting  the  importation  *  of  [  *  10  ] 
articles,  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of  Great 
Britain  or  France,  their  colonies  or  dependencies.  The  vessel  and 
cargo  were  claimed  by  John  Kerce  and  George  Beach,  both  citizens 
of  the  United  States.  The  district  court  condemned  both  vessel  and 
cargo.  The  circuit  court  condemned  the  vessel  and  the  rum,  but 
restored  the  residue  of  the  cargo.  From  the  sentence  of  the  circuit 
court,  both  the  libellants  and  the  claimants  appealed  to  this  court. 

DcLggetty  for  the  claimants. 

The  AUomep'Oenerali  for  the  libellants. 
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Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
On  the  part  of  the  claimants  it  is  contended,  Ist  That  the  pro 
ceedings  ought  to  have  been  at  common  law,  and  not  in  the  admiralty. 
2d.  That  the  information,  if  it  be  one,  is  insufficient     3d.  That  the 
testimony  is  wholly  insufficient  to  warrant  a  condemnation. 

In  arguing  the  first  point,  the  counsel  for  the  claimants 
[  *  14  ]  endeavored  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  *  principle  laid  down 
in  The  Vengeance,  3  D.  297,  and  in  other  cases  resting  on 
the  authority  of  that  decision,  by  urging  a  difference  of  phraseology 
in  the  acts  of  congress.  In  that  part  of  the  act  on  which  this  prose- 
cution is  founded,  which  gives  the  remedy,  it  is  enacted :  ^  That  afl 
penalties  and  forfeitures,  arising  under,  or  incurred  by  virtue  of  this 
act,  may  be  sued  for,  prosecuted,  and  recovered,  with  costs  of  suit, 
by  action  of  debt,,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  of  America,  or 
by  indictment  or  information,  in  any  court  having  competent  juris- 
diction to  try  the  same.''  Debt,  indictment,  and  information,  are 
said  to  be  technical  terms,  designating  common  law  remedies,  and 
consequently,  marking  out  the  courts  of  common  law  as  the  tribunals 
in  which  alone  prosecutions  under  this  act  can  be  sustained.  There 
would  be  much  force  in  this  argument,  if  the  term  "  information" 
were  exclusively  applicable  to  a  proceeding  at  common  law.  But 
the  court  is  of  opinion  that  it  has  no  such  exclusive  application.  A 
libel  on  a  seizure,  in  its  terms  and  in  its  essence,  is  an  information. 
Consequently,  where  the  cause  is  of  admiralty  jurisdiction,  and 
the  proceeding  is  by  information,  the  suit  is  not  withdrawn,  by  the 
nature  of  the  remedy,  from  the  jurisdiction  to  which  it  otherwise 
belongs. 

2d.  The  second  objection  made  by  the  claimants  to  these  proceed- 
ings is,  that,  though  the  words  of  the  act  may  be  satisfied  by  a  libel 
in  the  nature  of  an  information,  yet  the  same  strictness  which  is 
required  in  an  information  at  common  law  will  be  necessary  to  sus- 
tain a  libel  in  the  nature  of  an  information  in  the  court  of  admiralty; 
and  that,  testing  the  libel  by  this  rule,  it  is  totally  insuffi- 
[  •  15  ]  cient  The  court  *  is  not  of  opinion  that  all  those  technical 
niceties  which  the  astuteness  of  ancient  judges  and  lawyers 
has  introduced  into  criminal  proceedings  at  common  law,  and  which 
time  and  long  usage  have  sanctioned,  are  to  be  engrafted  into  pro- 
ceedings in  the  ^courts  of  admiralty.  These  niceties  are  not  already 
established,  and  the  principles  of  justice  do  not  require  their  establish- 
ment It  is  deemed  sufficient  that  the  offence  be  described  in  the 
words  of  the  law,  and  be  so  described  that,  if  the  allegation  be  time, 
the  case  must  be  within  the  statute.  This  libel  does  so  describe  the 
offence,  and  is,  therefore,  deemed  sufficient 
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3d.  The  third  and  material  inquiry  respects  the  evidence.     Is  this 
cargo  of  British  origin  ? 

In  the  examination  of  this  question,  the  first  point  to  be  decided  is, 
the  admissibility  of  the  deposition  of  Thomas  Oldham.  That  depo« 
sition  is  found  in  the  record  of  the  circuit  court,  with  a  certificate 
annexed  to  it,  in  these  words :  <<  N.  B.  The  deposition  of  Thomas 
Oldham  was  filed  after  the  trial  of  the  case,  by  order  of  the  court" 
Some  of  the  judges  are  of  opinion  that  this  certificate  of  the  clerk 
is  to  be  disregarded,  and  that  the  deposition,  being  inserted  in  the 
record,  must  be  considered  as  a  part  of  it,  and  must  be  supposed  to 
have  formed  a  part  of  the  evidence  when  the  decree  was  made :  but 
the  majority  of  the  court  is  of  a  difierent  opinion.  The  certificate 
of  the  clerk,  to  the  deposition,  is  thought  of  equal  validity  as  if  form- 
ing a  part  of  his  general  certificate.  It  shows  that  this  deposition 
formed  no  part  of  the  cause  in  the  circuit  court,  and  is, 
therefore,  liable  to  *  every  exception  which  could  be  made  [  *  16  ] 
to  it,  if  it  was  not  found  in  the  record,  and  was  now  offered, 
for  the  first  time,  to  this  court  On  inspection,  it  appears  to  be  a 
deposition  taken  before  a  single  magistrate,  not  on  order  of  court  on  a 
commission,  with  notice  to  the  attorney  of  the  claimant,  who  did  not 
attend  It  must  be  sustained  by  the  act  of  congress,  or  it  is  inadmis- 
sible.^ The  reason  assigned  for  taking  it  is,  ''that  the  deponent  is  a 
seaman  on  board  a  gunboat  of  the  United  States,  in  the  harbor  of 
Newport,  and  liable  to  be  ordered  to  some  other  place,  and  not  to  be 
able  to  attend  the  court  at  the  time  of  its  sitting."  The  80th  section  of 
the  Judiciary  Act'  directs,  that  "  the  mode  of  proof  by  oral  testimony, 
and  examination  of  witnesses  in  open  court,  shall  be  the  same  in  all 
the  courts  of  the  United  States."  The  act  then  proceeds  to  enumerate 
cases  in  which  depositions  may  be  taken  de  bene  esse.  The  liability 
of  the  witness  to  be  ordered  out  of  the  reach  of  the  court,  is  not  one 
of  the  causes  deemed  sufficient  by  the  law  for  taking  a  deposition 
de  bene  esse.  In  such  case,  there  would  seem  to  be  a  propriety  in 
applying  to  the  court  for  its  aid.  But,  supposing  this  objection  not 
to  be  so  fatal  as  some  of  the  judges  think  it,  still,  the  deposition  is 
taken  de  bene  esse^  not  in  chief ;  and  a  deposition  so  taken  can  be 
read  only  when  the  witness  himself  is  unattainable.  It  does  not 
appear  in  this  case,  that  the  witness  was  not  within  the  reach  of  the 
court,  and  might  not  have  given  his  testimony  in  open  court,  as  is 
required  by  law.  Had  this  deposition  been  offered  in  court,  before, 
or  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  used  without  objection,  the  inference 


^  1  Stats,  at  Laiige,  88. 
38* 
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[  *  17  ]  *  that  the  requisites  of  the  law  were  ccmiplied  with,  or  wi^^ved, 
might  have  been  justifiably  drawn.  But  the  party  is  not 
necessarily  in  court  after  his  cause  is  decided)  and  is  not  bound  to 
know  the  fact,  that  this  deposition  was  ordered  to  be  filed.  For  these 
reasons,  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  courts  that  the  deposi- 
tion of  Thomas  Oldham  ought  not  to  be  considered  as  forming  any 
part  of  the  testimony  in  this  cause. 

The  deposition  of  Oldham  being  excluded,  the  prosecution  rests 
chiefly  on  the  depositions  of  Benjamin  Fry  and  William  S^  Allen. 
These  witnesses  are  both  experienced  dealejrB  in  rum;  have  both 
tasted  and  examined  the  rum  of  this  cargo,  and  are  both  of  the 
opinion  that  it  is  of  British  origin.  In  th^  opinion  of  all  the  judges, 
this  testimony  is  entitled  to  great  respect.  The  witnesses  say,  that 
there  is  a  clear  difference  between  the  flavor  of  rum  of  the  British 
and  the  Spanish  islands,  though  they  do  not  attempt  to  describe  that 
diflerence ;  and  that  their  opinion  is  positive  that  this  is  British  mm. 

To  weaken  the  force  of  this  testimony,  the  claimants  have  produced 
the  depositions  of  several  witnesses,  also  dealers  in  rum,  who  dedaie, 
that  the  diflerence  in  the  flavor  of  the  best  Spanish  rum,  and  that  of 
the  British  islands,  is  inconsiderable,  and  that  they  cannot  distinguish 
the  one  from  the  other ;  that  they  believe  the  best  judges  find  great 
difliculty  in  making  the  discrimination.  This  testimony  would,  per- 
haps, have  been  entitled  to  more  influence,  had  the  persons  giving  it 
tasted  the  rum  imported  in  The  Samuel,  and  declared  them- 
[  •  18  ]  selves  incapable  of  •deciding  on  its  origin :  for,  although  in 
some  cases  the  difference  may  be  nearly  imperceptible,  in 
others  it  may  be  considerable.  The  testimony,  however,  on  which 
the  claimants  most  rely,  is  found  in  the  deposition  of  Samuel  Ma^ 
shall  and  of  Andrew  Furntrad.  Samuel  Marshall,  the  brother  of 
John  and  Joseph  Marshall,  merchants  of  Qt.  Bartholomew's,  from 
whom  the  rum  in  question  was  purchased,  deposes,  that  he  has  lived 
with  them  for  two  years,  and  had,  at  the  time  of  giving  his  deposi- 
tion, they  being  absent  from  the  island,  the  care  of  their  business. 
That  the  rum  and  molasses  constituting  the  cargo  of  The  Samnel, 
were  imported  into  St.  BartholomeVs  from  La  Guira,  in  vesseb 
which  he  names,  and  are  of  the  growth  and  produce  of  that  place. 
Andrew  Furntrad  is  the  collector  of  the  port  of  Gustavia,  in  St  Bar- 
tholomew's, and  deposes,  that  the  quantity  of  rum  and  molasses 
which  were  laden  on  board  The  Samuel,  and  which  cleared  out  regu- 
larly for  New  London,  were  regularly  imported  from  La  Guira  in 
two  vessels,  which  he  names,  whose  masters  he  also  names.  They 
are  the  same  that  are  mentioned  by  Samuel  Marshall. 

On  this  conflicting  testimony  much  contrariety  of  opinion  has 
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taken  place.  The  omission  of  the  claimants  to  fturnish  other  testi- 
mony supposed  to  have  been  within  their  reach,  and  of  which  the 
necessity  wonld  seem  to  have  been  suggested  by  the  nature  of  the 
prosecution,  impairs,  in  the  opinion  of  several  of  the  judges,  the 
weight  to  which  their  positive  testimony  might  otherwise  be  entitled. 
The  court  finds  it  very  difficult  to  form  an  opinion  satis- 
factory to  •itself.  So  situated,  and  under  the  peculiar  [  •lO  ] 
circumstances  attending  Oldham's  deposition,  the  majority 
of  the  court  is  of  opinion,  that  the  cause  be  continued  tg  the  next 
term  for  further  proof,  which  each  party  is  at  liberty  to  produce. 

Fwrther  proof  ordered. 

9W.  391;  6H.344. 


•The  Ship  Octavia.    Nichols  et  oL  Claimants.  [  ^20  ] 

1  W.20. 

A  question  of  fact  under  the  Kon-Ihterooune  Act  of  the  S8th  of  June,  1809,  (2  Stats.  9%d'  W.  /\<*' 

I*rge,560.)  (^  ^.  r 

Ap'PiRAh  from  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  Massachusetts/ w/^ 
district,  affirming  the  decree  of  the  district  court,  condemning  said 
vessel 

The  Attorney' General  and  Law^  for  the  appellees. 

Dexter^  Hoffmom^  and  Fivkney^  for  the  appellants. 

•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  [  •  23  ] 

This  case  depends  on  a  mere  question  of  fact  After  a 
careful  examination  of  the  evidence,  the  majority  of  the  court  jeure 
of  opinion,  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  ought  to  be  affirmed. 
It  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  enter  into  a  formal  statement  of  the 
grounds  of  this  opinion,  as  it  is  principally  founded  upon  the  same 
reasoning  which  was  adopted  by  the  circuit  court  in  the  decree  which 
is  spread  before  us  in  the  transcript  of  the  record. 

Decree  affirmed^  with  costs. 

6  H.  844. 
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[  •  25  ]  •  The   Mart  and   Susan.     G.  and  BL  Van  Wagenen, 

Claimants. 

1  W.  25. 

Where  goods  were  shipped  in  the  enemy's  coantiy,  in  parsoanoe  of  orders  from  this  ooantrj 
received  before  the  declaration  of  war,  bat  previous  to  the  execation  of  the  orders,  Ihe 
shippers  became  embarrassed,  and  assigned  the  goods  to  certain  bankers  to  seoire  advances 
made  bj  them,  with  a  request  to  the  consignees  to  remit  the  amount  to  them,  (the  bank- 
ers,) and  they  also  repeated  the  same  request,  the  invoice  being  for  account  and  risk  of 
the  consignees,  but  stating  the  goods  to  be  then  the  property  of  the  bankers,  it  was  held, 
that  the  goods  having  been  purchased  and  shipped  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  the  con- 
signees, the  property  was  originally  vested  in  them,  and  was  not  devested  by  die  inter- 
mediate assignment,  which  was  merely  intended  to  transfer  the  right  to  the  debt  due  from 
the  consignees,  and  the  lien  of  the  shippers  on  the  goods. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  New  Yoik.  The 
goods  in  question  were  part  of  the  cargo  of  the  ship  Mary  and 
Susan,  a  merchant  vessel  of  the  United  States,  which  was  captured 
on  the  3d  of  September,  1812,  by  The  Tickler,  a  private  armed  vessel 
of  the  United  States.  The  cargo  was  libelled  as  prize  of  war,  this 
portion  claimed  by  Messrs.  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen,  and  con- 
demned in  the  disirict  court  In  the  circuit  court  this  sentence  was 
reversed,  and  restitution  to  the  claimants  was  ordered ;  from  which 
decree  the  captors  appealed  to  this  court     The  cause  was  heard  in 

both  the  courts  below,  on  the  documentary  evidence  found 
[  *  26  ]  on  board.    *  These  are,  1.  An  invoice  headed  in  the  words 

following :  — 

^'Birmingham,  8th  Jnly,  1812. 
Say  ISthMardb,  1811. 

'<  Invoice  of  fourteen  casks  and  four  baskets  of  hardware,  bought 
by  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.,  by  order,  and  for  account  and  risk  of  G.  and 
H.  Van  Wagenen,  merchants,  New  York,  marked  and  numbered  as 
per  margin,  and  forwarded  on  4th  March,  1811,  to  care  of  Martin, 
Hope,  and  Thornley,  Liverpool,  and  by  them  afterwards  transferred 
to  the  care  of  T.  and  W.  Earle  &  Co.,  of  Liverpool :  which  goods 
are  now  the  property  of  Messrs.  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  bankers 
of  Birmingham,  to  whom  you  will  please  to  remit  the  amount  of 
this  invoice." 

And  containing  at  the  foot,  after  the  enumeration  of  the  articles 
and  their  prices,  in  the  usual  form,  the  following  charges :  — 
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£    8,    d. 

"Amount  of  Invoice 1,041  0  11^ 

"CommiMion,  5per  cent 52  1    0^ 

1,093  S    0 
£  «.  d, 

"Freight  to  Liverpool 12  18  0 

Entry  and  Town  daes 6  0 

Cartage,  porterage,  and  cooperage A  15  6 

BillofLading :.        3  6 

Export  daty,  4  per  cent 40    4  0 

Broker's  Commission,  forwarding 4    3  0 

62    9  6 
Commission,  5  per  cent 3    2  6 

65  12  0 

Insurance  on  the  Mary  and  Susan.    Amoant  and  premium  covered  )  «g    ^  ^ 

by  j£l,d00,  at  2^  guineas  per  cent.,  and  policy  78  shillings ) 

Commission  for  effecting  insurance  at  ^  per  cent 6  10  0 

44  10  6 

1,203    4  6 

Canal  insoranoe  to  Liverpool,  \  per  cent,  on  £1,041  0  11^ 5    40 

Insurance  against  fire 6  15  0 

Warehouse  rent  in  Liverpool 15    0  0 

Twelve  months'  interest  on  £1,041  0  11^,  at  5  per  cent 52    10 

79    0  0 

1^82    4  6" 

3.  A  bill  of  lading  in  the  usual  form,  stating  that  the  goods  were 
shipped  by  Thomas  and  William  Earle  &  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  to  be 
delivered  to  the  claimants,  or  to  their  assigns  in  New  York.  3.  The 
two  following  letters :  — 

**  Birmingham,  8th  July,  1812. 

"  Messrs.  G.  and  H.  Van  Waoenen, 

"  Gentiemen :  In  csonsequence  of  the  revocation  of  the  British 
orders  in  council,  on  the  first  day  of  August  next,  we  have  lost  no 
time  in  shipping  the  goods  sent  to  Liverpool  so  long  since,  agreeable 
to  your  kind  order.  They  are  in  The  Mary  and  Susan,  a  most  beau- 
tiful new  vessel,  to  sail  in  all  this  week ;  the  freights  are  very  high, 
705.  for  measurement  to  New  York,  and  80*.  to  Philadelphia,  and  at 
this  moment  nothing  less  will  be  taken.  We,  therefore,  thought  you 
would  prefer  to  have  the  goods  at  this  rate,  rather  than  wait  for  a 
reduction  in  the  freight,  which,  we  doubt  not,  will  soon  take  place. 
By  the  letter  of  our  friends,  Messrs.  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  here- 
with, you  will  perceive  the  interruption  to  commerce  has  been  an 
inconvenience  to  us  as  young  merchants ;  but  the  unneighborly  con- 
duct of  the  old  house  will  only  serve  to  prompt  us  to  new  exertion 
for  our  friends  in  the  States,  for  whose  interest  nothing  shall  be 
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omitted  within  our  power.  We  shall  certainly  serve  them  as  well, 
if  not  on  better  terms,  than  heretofore.  We  will  not  be  undersold 
In  a  few  days  we  shall  send  Mr.  Oakley,  for  the  use  of  our  fiiends, 
a  new  and  complete  set  of  patterns,  which,  we  trust,  will  meet  with 
their  approbation.  Mr.  O.  and  Messrs.  B.  W.  Rogers  &  Co.  will  be 
able  to  give  you  more  particulars  respecting  what  has  passed  on  this 
side.  The  amount  of  invoice  herewith  to  your  debt  is  820Z.  2s.  liy 
which,  agreeable  to  the  letter  of  Messrs.  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co., 

you  will  please  to  remit  to  them  on  arrival  of  the  goods ;  bat 
[  *  28  ]  *  hereafter  things  will  move  in  the  usual  channel.    Waiting 

your  further  favors, 
*<  We  remain,  gentlemen,  your  most  obedient  servants, 

"Daniel  Cross  &  Co." 

**Biniimgliam,  9th  July,  1812. 

"  Messrs.  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagbnen,  Merchants,  New  York, 

"Gentlemen:  In  consequence  of  the  late  unfortunate  state  of 
affairs  between  this  country  and  the  United  States  of  America,  great 
inconvenience  and  distress  have  naturally  been  experienced  by  the 
merchants  and  manufacturers  here.  Among  others,  our  friendS} 
Messrs.  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.,  have  been  considerably  embarrassed, 
and  have  received  great  relief  and  assistance  from  our  house.  We 
were  induced  to  extend  this  assistance,  as  bankers,  from  motives  of 
friendship  and  regard,  and  under  the  hope  that  the  unnatural  state  of 
affairs  between  the  two  countries  could  not  possibly  last  long ;  but 
as  it  was  necessary  that  our  assistance  should  be  very  considerable, 
we  thought  it  right  to  obtain  from  them  an  assignment  of  certain 
quantities  of  goods  which  they  had  provided  on  account  of  your 
house,  and  of  several  others  in  the  United  States,  previous  to  the  2d 
of  February,  1811.  We  are  thus  introduced  to  your  acquaintance, 
and  we  beg  leave  to  send  you  herewith  an  invoice  of  the  goods 
which  Messrs.  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  had  purchased  for  your  account, 
and  which  are  now  forwarded  to  you,  requesting  that  you  will  remit 
the  amount,  820/.  2^.  2rf.,  to  us,  at  your  earliest  convenience.  We 
cannot  conclude  this  letter  without  expressing  our  satisfaction  at  the 
services  we  have  had  the  opportui^ity  of  rendering  to  Messrs,  Daniel 
Cross  &  Co.,  whom  we  consider  to  be  persons  of  the  greatest  integ- 
rity and  knowledge  of  business,  and  without  earnestly  reconmiending 
them  to  your  future  attention.  We  are  convinced  that  their  late 
difficulties  will  not  at  all  affect  their  future  proceedings,  and  that 
they  will  henceforth  be  enabled  to  carry  on  their  business  in  the  same 
regular  and  punctual  way  as  they  have  formerly  done ;  and  we  can- 
not but  flatter  ourselves,  that  as  the  orders  in  council  are  now  revoked, 
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and  the  British  government  has  become  alive  to  the  true  interest  of 
the  British  people,  the  natural  relations  between  the  two  countries 
will  long  continue,  and  that  the  connection  between  your  respectable 
house  and  Messrs.  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  will  be  productive  of  per- 
manent and  mutual  advantages.  With  best  wishes  for  your  prosper- 
ity and  happiness,  and  that  of  your  country, 
•*  We  are,  respectfully,  gentlemen, 

"  Your  obedient  humble  servants, 
''  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  Bankers,  Birmingham* 

"  Messrs.  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen,  Merchants,  New  York." 

Dexter y  for  the  claimants. 

Pinkney^  for  the  captors. 

•Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  [  *35  ] 
and,  after  reciting  the  documentary  evidence,  proceeded  as 
follows :  — 

Upon  these  papers,  it  is  contended  by  the  captors  that  the  goods 
remained  the  property  of  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  until  the  transfer  to 
Spooner,  Attwood,  &c  Co.,  when  they  became  the  property  of  the 
assignees ;  that  this  change  of  property  so  operates  upon  the  subse- 
quent shipment  as  to  make  it  a  shipment  without  order,  and  to  leave 
it  in  the  election  of  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen,  to  accept  or  reject 
the  goods ;  and  that  this  right  of  election  is  terminated  by  the  inter- 
vening right  of  the  captors. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  it  is  contended  that  their  right  com- 
menced with  the  purchase,  which  was  made  by  their  order,  and  for 
their  account  and  risk,  and  was  completed  when  the  goods  were 
forwarded  to  Liverpool ;  that  if  this  point  be  determined  against 
them,  still,  the  whole  transaction  evidences  an  intention  to  assign  the 
claim  of  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  to  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  so  as  to 
give  them  a  right  to  receive  the  money,  but  not  in  any  manner  to 
affect  the  interests  of  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen. 

Whether  Messrs.  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen  became  the  owners 
of  the  goods  on  their  being  sent  from  Birmingham  to  Liverpool, 
must  depend  on  the  orders  under  which  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  acted. 
If  their  authority  was  general  to  ship  to  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen, 
the  goods  might,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  purchase, 
remain  the  property  of  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  until  they  were 
delivered  to  the  master  of  the  vessel  for  the  purpose  of  •trans-  [  *36  ] 
portation.    K  they  were  directed  to  purchase  the  goods,  and 
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to  store  them  in  Liverpool  as  the  goods  of  6.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen, 
to  be  afterwards  shipped  to  the  United  States,  it  appears  to  the 
court  that  the  property  changed  on  being  sent  to  Liverpool,  and 
immediately  vested  in  the  American  merchants  for  whom  ^ey  were 
purchased.  The  testimony  respecting  the  orders  is  found  in  the 
letter  from  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  to  6.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen«  The 
words  of  that  letter,  which  bear  particularly  on  this  point,  are,  ^  In 
consequence  of  the  revocation  of  the  British  orders  in  council,  on  the 
first  day  of  August  next,  we  have  lost  no  time  in  shipping  the  goods, 
sent  to  Liverpool  so  long  since,  agreeable  to  your  kind  order."  Thb 
language  is  not  equivocal  It  imports,  in  terms  not  to  be  misunder^ 
stood,  that  the  goods  were  sent  from  Birmingham  to  Liverpool,  in 
consequence  of  the  orders  of  Messrs.  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen. 
This  letter  is  addressed  to  the  house  which  had  given  the  order,  and 
was  written  without  an  existing  motive  for  misrepresenting  that 
order.  There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  circumstances  of  the  trans- 
action which  would  render  it  probable  that  the  order  must  be  repre- 
sented in  this  letter,  either  carelessly  or  intentionally,  in  any  manner 
different,  from  that  which  was  really  given.  The  situation  of  this 
country  during  what  has  been  termed  our  restrictive  system,  was 
notoriously  such  as  to  render  it  an  object  with  every  importing 
merchant  to  use  the  utmost  dispatch  in  bringing  in  his  goods  so 
soon  as  they  should  be  legally  admissible.  Nothing,  therefore,  can 
be  more  probable  than  that  orders  for  making  purchases, 
*  which  were  to  be  executed  at  an  inland  place,  by  a  house  [  *"  37  ] 
residing  at  such  place,  would  be  accompanied  with  orders 
directing  them  to  be  conveyed  to  a  seaport,  there  to  be  held  in  perfect 
readiness  for  exportation.  In  the  usual  course  of  trade,  if  the  pur- 
chasing and  shipping  merchant  be  the  same,  there  would  rarely  be 
any  actual  change  of  property  between  the  purchase  and  the  sid^ 
ment  of  the  articles,  nor  could  we  expect  to  find  any  extrinsic 
evidence  of  ownership,  other  than  the  mere  possession ;  but  in  the 
state  of  trade  which  existed  at  the  time  of  this  transaction,  such 
change,  and  the  evidence  of  it,  may  be  reasonably  expected.  In  the 
common  state  of  things,  the  whole  order  respecting  purchase  and 
shipment,  where  the  same  agent  b  employed,  is  executed  with  expe- 
dition, and  is,  in  appearance,  one  transaction.  In  the  actual  state 
of  things,  the  purchase  was  to  be  made  immediately,  but  the  dbip- 
ment  was  to  taJ^e  place  at  some  future  indefinite  period.  It  would 
depend  on  an  event  which  might  be  very  near  or  very  remote.  II 
became  a  divided  trransaction,  or,  rather,  two  distinct  operations. 
We  look  for  some  intervening  evidence  of  ownership  in  the  person 
•  for  whom  the  purchase  was  made,  and  are  not  surprised  at  finding 
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it.  If,  in  such  a  state  of  things,  the  goods  were  procured  under  a 
general  order  to  purchase,  but  not  to  ship  until  some  future  uncertain 
event  should  occur,  and  were,  in  the  mean  time,  to  remain  the  prop- 
erty, and  at  the  risk  of  the  agent,  they  would,  probably,  be  retained 
at  the  place  of  purchase  under  his  immediate  control  and  inspection. 

Their  conveyance  to  seaport,  there  to  be  stored  until  their 
[  •  38  ]  •importation  into  the  United  States  should  be  allowed,  was 

such  a  fact  as  would  scarcely  have  taken  place  without 
special  orders,  in  the  course  of  which  an  actual  investment  of  the 
property,  in  the  person  by  whose  order,  and  for  whose  use,  the  goods 
were  purchased  and  stored  at  a  seaport,  is  not  unreasonably  to  be 
expected.  The  court  considers  this  letter,  then,  as  proving  incontest- 
ably  that  the  goods  were  conveyed  to  Liverpool,  and  there  stored,  to 
be  shipped  on  the  happening  of  some  future  event  which  it  was 
supposed  would  restore  the  conmierdal  intercourse  between  the  two 
countries,  in  pursuance  of  specific  orders  from  the  claimants ;  and  is 
fiirther  of  opinion,  that  the  transaction  itself  furnishes  strong  intrinsic 
evidence  that  the  goods,  when  stored  in  Liverpool,  were  the  goods  of 
the  claimants,  subject  to  that  control  over  them  which  Daniel  Cross 
&  Co.  would  have  as  the  purchasers,  and  intended  shippers,  who  had 
advanced  the  money  with  which  they  were  purchased.  However 
ibis  control  and  lien  might  be  used  for  their  own  security,  it  could 
not  be  wantonly  used  to  the  destruction  of  the  property  of  G.  and 
H.  Van  Wagenen,  and  any  conveyance  to  a  person  having  notice  of 
tiieir  rights  ought  to  operate,  and  be  considered  as  intended  to 
operate,  consistently  with  them,  so  far  as  the  two  rights  could  con- 
sist with  each  other.  The  words,  then,  in  the  invoice,  which  repre- 
sent the  goods  as  the  property  of  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  are 
introduced  with  no  other  object  than  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money  to  them.      The    invoice   made   out  by   Spooner, 

Attwood,  &  Co.,  themselves,  states  the  merchandise  it 
[   *39  ]  specifies  to  have  *been  purchased  by  Daniel  Cross  &  Co., 

by  order,  and  on  account  and  risk  of  Messrs.  G.  and  H. 
Van  Wagenen,  and  to  have  been  forwarded  to  Liverpool  more  than 
tmrelve  months  anterior  to  the  date  of  the  shipment.  Goods  thus 
purchased,  and  thus  conveyed  to  a  seaport,  and  stored  under  the 
orders  of  the  American  merchant,  may  well  be  considered  as  leaving 
in  the  purchasing  agent  only  the  Uen  which  a  factor  has  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  money  which  is  due  to  him.  If  this  was  the 
true  state  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to  Spooner, 
Attwood,  &  Co.,  they  having  full  notice  that  the  assignment  could 
only  operate  as  an  order  for  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen  to  pay  the 
VOL.  III.  39 
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money  to  them,  (Spooner,  Attwood,&  Co.,)  and  would,  probably,  in 
its  form  and  expressions,  manifest  this  idea. 

The  comt  is  much  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  these  goods  became 
the  property  of  the  claimants  on  being  stored  in  Liverpool,  if  not  at 
an  antecedent  time.  The  question,  however,  would,  undoubtedly, 
be  affected  by  the  order  under  which  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  acted ;  by 
the  deed  of  assignment  to  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co. ;  and  by  other 
papers  which  are  attainable.  If,  therefore,  the  case  depended  entirely 
upon  this  point,  further  proof  might  be  required.  But,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  majority  of  the  court,  the  case  does  not  depend  on  this  point 
alone. 

If  the  goods  were  shipped  in  pursuance  of  the  orders  given  by 
6.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen,  the  delivery  on  board  the  ship  was  a  de- 
livery to  them ;  the  property  was  vested  in  them  by  that  act,  and 

they  had  no  election  to  accept  or  reject  it. 
[  *  40  ]  *  In  pursuing  this  inquiry,  the  legal  effect  of  the  transaction 
must  depend,  in  a  considerable  degree,  on  the  intent  of  the 
parties,  and  that  intent  is,  in  this  case,  to  be  collected  chiefly  firom 
their  letters,  and  &om  the  circumstances  in  which  they  stood.  6.  and 
H.  Van  Wagenen  were  American  merchants,  desirous  of  receiving  the 
goods  they  had  ordered  as  soon  as  the  importation  of  those  goods 
should  be  allowed.  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  were  commission  merchants  of 
Birmingham,  engaged  in  the  American  business.  Spooner,  Attwood, 
&  Co.  were  bankers,  Mendly  to  Daniel  Cross  &  Co. ;  were  desirous 
of  promoting  their  interests,  and  recommending  them  to  business, 
and  had  advanced  them  money  while  embarrassed  by  the  difficul- 
ties consequent  on  the  state  of  trade  between  the  United  States  and 
Great  Britain.  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  were  desirous,  not  of  pur- 
chasing the  goods  stored  at  Liverpool  by  Cross  &  Co.  for  the  claim- 
ants ;  not  of  interrupting  the  shipment  of  those  goods,  or  the  con- 
nection between  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.,  and  Q.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen ; 
but  of  permitting  the  shipment  to  proceed,  and  of  receiving,  them- 
selves, the  money  to  which  Cross  &  Co.  were  entitied  Such  was  the 
situation,  and  such  the  objects  of  all  the  parties ;  keeping  this  situa- 
tion and  these  objects  in  view,  let  the  testimony  be  examined.  The 
letter  of  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.,  dated  the  8th  of  July,  1812,  is  in  the 
language  of  men  who  were  themselves  the  shippers  of  the  goods. 
"  We  have  lost  no  time,"  they  say,  "  in  shipping  the  goods,  sent  to 
Liverpool  so  long  since,  agreeably  to  your  kind  order." 
[  •  41  ]  They  speak  of  the  vessel  and  of  the  freight,  *  as  if  the  vessel 
were  selected,  and  the  contract  made,  by  themselves;  **  We 
thought  you  would  prefer  to  have  the  goods  at  tiiis  rate,  rather  than 
wait  for  a  reduction  in  the  freight"     They  next  refer  to  the  letter  of 
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their  Mends,  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  to  show  the  inconyenience 
they  had  sustained  as  young  merchants,  but  without  any  indica- 
tion of  an  interference  of  that  house  in  the  shipment,  and  conclude 
with  saying,  ^  the  amount  of  invoice,  herewith,  to  your  debit,  is  820L 
2s.  Id.^  which,  agreeably  to  the  letter  of  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.) 
you  will  please  to  remit  to  them  on  arrival  of  the  goods."  This  is 
the  letter  of  an  agent  who  has  executed,  completely,  the  order  which 
had  been  given  him ;  but  who,  having  been  compelled  to  borrow 
money,  had  transfeired  his  pecuniary  claims  to  his  creditor.  The  let- 
ter of  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  will  next  be  considered.  It  is  dated 
the  day  after  that  written  by  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  After  stating  their 
friendship  for  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.,  and  the  aid  afforded  that  house, 
they  add :  '*  But  as  it  was  necessary  that  our  assistance  should  be 
very  considerable,  we  thought  it  right  to  obtain  from  them  an  assign- 
ment of  certain  quantities  of  goods  which  they  had  provided  on  ac- 
count 'of  your  house,  and  of  several  others  in  the  United  States, 
previous  to  the  2d  of  February,  1811.  We  are  thus  introduced  to 
your  acquaintance,  and  we  beg  leave  to  send  you  herewith  an  invoice 
of  the  goods  Daniel  Cross  Sc  Co.  had  purchased  for  your  account^ 
and  which  we  now  forward  to  you,  requesting  that  you  will  remit 
the  amount  of  820/.  2s.  Id.  to  us  at  your  earliest  con- 
venience." •Nothing  is  said  in  this  letter  respecting  the  [  *42  ] 
vessel  by  which  the  goods  were  sent;  nothing  indicating  the 
exercise  of  any  judgment  by  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  respecting  the 
time  or  manner  or  sending  them ;  nor  any  thing  which  would  lead  to 
the  opinion  that  they  interfered,  in  any  manner  whatever,  in  the  tran- 
saction of  the  business.  On  comparing  the  two  lettars,  the  inference 
is  inevitable,  that  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  continued  to  execute  the  or- 
der of  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen,  in  like  manner  as  if  their  affairs  had 
never  been  embarrassed.  The  contents  of  the  two  letters,  in  con- 
formity with  the  situation  and  views  of  the  parties,  prove,  that 
Daniel  Cross  Sc  Co.  had  only  transferred  to  Spooner,  Attwood,  & 
CoL  their  right  to  receive  payment  for  goods,  and  that  the  arrange- 
ments between  them  were  intended  only  to  secure  that  object.  The 
assignment  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  Spooner,  Att- 
wood, &  Co.  does  not  appear  from  the  context,  and  from  the  nature 
of  the  transaction,  to  be  intended 'to  convey  the  idea  of  a  sale,  but 
to  be  used  in  rather  a  different  sense,  as  an  assignment  of  the  adven- 
ture, or  of  the  right  to  the  debt  due  from  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen. 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  form  of  this  assignment,  it  is  apparent 
that  it  could  not  have  been  made,  and  certainly  was  not  made,  with 
the  intention  of  enabling  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  to  defeat  the  ship- 
ment to  G.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen,  or  to  control  the  proceedings  of 
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Daniel  Cross  &  Co.,  under  the  order  they  had  received  Why,  theiii 
are  the  goods,  when  put  on  board  The  Mary  and  Susan, 
[  *43  ]  in  pursuance  of  the  orders  of  the  *  claimants,  to  be  consid- 
ered not  their  property,  but  as  the  property  of  Spooner, 
Attwood,  &  Co.  ?  It  is  said  that  they  were  shipped  by  Spooner,  Ait- 
wood,  &  Co.,  not  by  Daniel  Cross  &  Co. ;  that  the  confidence  implied 
in  the  order  for  purchase  and  shipment  was  personal,  and  could  not 
be  transferred  or  executed  by  another.  Allow  to  this  argument  all 
the  weight  which  is  claimed  for  it  by  the  counsel  for  the  captors ; 
what  part  of  this  personal  trust  was  tmnsferred?  What  part  of 
the  order  was  executed  by  any  other  than  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  ?  The 
goods  were  purchased,  sent  to  Liverpool,  stored,  and  afterwaids, 
shipped  by  them.  Every  other  auxiliary  part  of  the  Iransaction  was 
performed  by  them.  Nothing  appears  to  have  been  done  in  pursuance 
of  orders  from  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.,  but  every  thing  in  pursuance 
of  their  own  judgment,  acting  under  the  order  received  from  6.  and  H. 
Van  Wagenen.  On  this  ground,  the  claimants  could  raise  no  objec- 
tions to  the  conduct  of  Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  But  it  is  said  that  Daniel 
Cross  &  Co.  might  have  had  the  funds  of  O.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen  in 
their  hands,  in  which  case  the  claimants  would  have  been  compelled, 
by  receiving  the  goods,  to  pay  their  amount  to  Spooner,  Atwood,  & 
Co. ;  consequently,  this  assignment  must  be  considered  as  creating  in 
Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  new  rights,  which  released  O.  and  H.  Van 
Wagenen  from  the  obligation  to  receive  the  cargo.  But  Daniel  Cross 
&  Co.  did  not  purchase  with  the  funds  of  the  claimants.  They  pur- 
chased with  their  own  funds.  They  inflicted,  therefore,  no 
[  *  44  ]  injury  on  the  claimants  by  transferring  their  right  Ho  the  money 
to  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  The  effect  of  the  transaction 
is  precisely  the  same  as  if  they  had  drawn  a  bill  in  favor  of  Spooner, 
Attwood,  &  Co.  for  the  amount  of  the  invoice.  It  is  said  that  the  as- 
signment gave  to  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  an  election  to  ship  the 
goods,  or  to  dispose  of  them  otherwise,  and  that  the  necessary  con- 
sequence of  this  power  of  election,  is  a  correspondent  right  of  elec- 
tion in  6.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen  to  receive  or  reject  them.  The  court 
does  not  view  the  transaction  in  this  light  The  assignment  to 
Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  is  understood  by  the  court,  from  the  evi- 
dence furnished  by  the  letters,  and  the  circumstances  and  objects  of 
the  parties,  to  have  been  subject  to  the  right  of  Daniel  Cross  &  Ca 
to  execute,  completely,  the  order  of  the  claimants.  The  interests  of 
all  parties  were  best  promoted  by  pursuing  this  course,  and  they  sp- 
pear  to  have  pursued  it.  The  court  perceives  nothing  which  can 
justify  the  opinion  that  Spooner,  Attwood,  &  Co.  had  a  right,  or 
would  have  been  permitted  to  intercept  the  shipment.     Certainly  it 
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was  neither  their  wish  nor  their  interest  to  intemipt  it.  It  is  not  rea- 
sonable, therefore,  to  suppose,  that  they  would  have  created  any 
difficulty  in  obtaining  a  right  to  claim  ike  amount  of  the  invoice 
from  6.  and  H.  Van  Wagenen,  by  insisting  on  such  an  assignment  as 
Daniel  Cross  &  Co.  would  have  been  unwilling  to  make,  because  it 
might  have  proved  injurious  to  them,  without  benefiting  the  house 
they  meant  to  secure.  It  has  also  been  argued,  that  the  orders  most 
probably  directed  a  shipment  of  the  goods  when  the  non- 
intercourse  should  be  removed,  *and  that  a  shipment  before  [  *45  ] 
that  time  was  without  orders,  and  at  the  risk  of  the  shipper. 
The  court  does  not  think  this  probable.  It  is  well  known  that  the 
continuance  of  the  laws  of  non-intercourse  was  considered  as  de- 
pending on  the  continuance  of  the  orders  in  council.  It  is,  also, 
perfectly  dear,  that  the  American  merchant,  who  should  permit  his 
goods  to  remain  in  Great  Britain  until  intelligence  of  the  repeal 
of  the  non-intercourse  laws  could  be  conveyed  from  this  country  to 
that,  would  be  anticipated  by  all  others,  and  would  bring  them  to  a 
market  abeady  supplied.  Nothing,  therefore,  would  be  more  reason- 
able than  to  oorder  them  to  be  shipped  on  the  revocation  of  the  orders 
in  council.  This  idea  is  supported  by  the  letter  of  Daniel  Cross  & 
Co.  That  letter  indicates  no  doubt  of  the  propriety  of  the  shipment. 
Upon  a  view  of  the  whole  case,  the  majority  of  the  court  is  of 
opinion,  that  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  further  proof  ought  to  be 
required,  and  that  the  goods  by  The  Mary  and  Susan,  were  shipped 
in  pursuance  of  the  orders  of  the  claimants,  and  became  their 
property  when  delivered,  for  their  use,  to  the  master  of  the  vessel,  if 
not  at  an  earlier  period. 

Sentence  of  the  circuit  court  affirmed,  unth  costs. 


[  *  46  ]    *  The  Mabt  and  Susan,  Richabdsoni  Claimant. 

1  W.  46. 

Goods,  the  property  of  merchanta  actually  domiciled  in  the  eiiemj*8  conntry  at  the  breakiog 
out  of  a  war,  are  sabject  to  capture  and  confiscation  as  prize. 

Tlie  fact,  that  the  commander  of  a  private  armed  vessel  was  an  alien  enemy  at  the  time  of, 
the  capture  made  by  him,  does  not  invalidate  such  capture. 

The  President's  instructions  of  the  28th  August,  1812,  prohibiting  the  interruption  of  vesselA 
oomiog  from  Great  Britain,  in  consequence  of  the  supposed  repeal  of  the  British  orders 
in  council,  must  have  been  actually  known  to  the  commanders  of  vessels  of  war,  at  or 
before  the  seizure,  in  order  to  invalidate  captures  made  contrary  to  the  letter  and  spuit 
of  the  instructions. 

39* 
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Appeal  from  the  circnit  court  for  the  district  of  New  York.  Ttis 
was  a  claim  by  Mr.  Richardson,  for  a  portion  of  the  cargo  of  the 
same  ship  mentioned  in  the  preceding  cause,  which  portion  was  con- 
demned in  the  district  and  circuit  courts.  The  claimant,  a  natiye  of 
Great  Britain,  and  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  was  a 
resident  merchant  of  Liverpool  at  the  breaking  out  of  the  late  war, 
but  returned  to  this  country  in  the  month  of  May,  1813,  after  know- 
ledge of  the  capture,  and  pending  the  proceedings  in  the  district 
court 

Stockton  and  Dexter ^  for  the  claimant 

Hoffman  and  Pinkney^  for  the  captors. 

• 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  a  consideration  of  the  national  char- 
acter or  future  designs  of  the  claimant  in  this  case.  It  has  been 
solemnly  settled,  and  must  henceforth  be  considered  as  the  positive 
law  of  this  court,  that  shipments  made  by  merchants,  actually  domi- 
ciled in  the  enemy's  country  at  the  breaking  out  of  a  war, 
[  *  55  ']  partake  of  the  nature  of  *  enemy  trade,  and,  as  such,  are 
subject  to  belligerent  capture.  Whatever  doubts  may  have 
once  been  entertained  on  this  bench,  with  regard  to  the  necessity  or 
propriety  of  adopting  the  principle  into  the  jurisprudence  of  this 
country,  they  are  now  either  dissipated  or  discarded ;  and  the  char- 
acter, views,  and  even  the  subsequent  acts  of  such  a  shipper,  cannot 
vary  the  conclusion  of  law  upon  his  claim. 

Stress  has  been  laid,  in  the  argument  before  this  court,  on  the  &ct 
that  Charles  Johnson,  the  commander  of  The  Tickler,  is  an  alien 
enemy ;  but  on  this  point  we  are  unanimous  that  it  makes 
[  *  57  ]  no  *  difference  in  this  case.  Admitting  that  this  circum- 
stance should  bear  at  all  upon  the  decision  of  the  court,  the 
utmost  that  could  result  from  it  would  be  the  condemnation  of  his 
interest,  to  the  government  as  a  droit  of  admiralty.  The  owners  and 
crew  of  The  Tickler,  are  as  much  parties  in  this  court  as  the  com- 
mander, and  his  national  character  can  in  nowise  affect  their  rights. 
But  this  court  can  see  no  reason  why  an  alien  enemy,  should  not  be 
commissioned  as  commander  of  a  privateer.  There  is  no  positive 
law  prohibiting  it ;  and  it  has  been  the  universal  practice  of  nations 
to  employ  foreigners,  and  even  deserters  to  fight  their  battles.  Such 
an  individual  knows  his  fate  should  he  fall  into  the  hands  of  the 
enemy ;  and  the  right  to  punish  in  such  case  is  acquiesced  in  by  aD 
nations.    But,  unrestrained  by  positive  law,  we  c€m  see  no  reason 
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why  this  government  shotQd  be  incapacitated  to  delegate  the  exer- 
cise of  the  rights  of  war  to  any  individual  who  may  command  its 
confidence,  whatever  may  be  his  national  character. 

The  only  grounds,  then,  on  which  the  right  of  restitution  can  be 
contended  for  in  this  case,  arise  out  of  the  President's  instructions  of 
the  28th  of  August,  1812.  On  these,  three  points  are  made :  1st. 
That  Johnson  had  in  fact,  or  ought,  from  circumstances,  to  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  had,  notice  of  those  instructions.  2d.  If  he  had  not 
at  the  time  of  the  capture,  yet,  having  received  them  before  the 
arrival  of  the  prize  in  port,  he  was  bound  then  to  have  discharged 
her.  3d.  That  notice  of  the  instructions  was,  in  fact, 
unnecessary,  as  the  instructions  of  the  President  had,  *as  [  *58  ] 
to  the  conduct  of  privateers,  aU  the  operation  of  laws. 

On  the  second  and  third  of  these  points,  there  exists  but  one 
opinion  in  this  court  Although  some  doubt  may  be  entertained 
relative  to  the  form  or  nature  of  the  notice  necessary,  yet  we  aU 
agree  that  some  notice  is  necessary,  and  that  notice  must  precede  the 
capture.  Instruction,  ex  vi  termini,  is  individual  Instruction  to  A., 
independent  of  legal  privity  or  identification,  is  not  instruction  to  B. 
Not  so  with  laws :  their  power  floats  on  the  atmosphere  we  breathe. 
Necessity,  or  convention,  or  power,  has  given  them  a  legal  ubiquity, 
coextensive  with  the  legislative  power  of  the  government  that  enacts 
them.  Notice  here  is  altogether  unnecessary,  unless  made  so  by  the 
law  itselt  It  is  the  sic  volo,  sicjubeo,  of  sovereign  power,  of  which 
every  individual  subject  to  its  jurisdiction  is  presumed  to  have 
notice,  though  time  and  distance  stamp  absurdity  on  the  supposition. 
Unquestionably,  the  same  operation  might,  by  law,  have  been  given 
to  instructions  emanating  from  the  President ;  but  this  has  not  been 
done :  on  the  contrsuy,  the  clause  itself  which  vests  the  power  in  the 
executive,  holds  out  the  idea  of  the  necessity  of  notice.  That  this 
notice  must  necessarily  precede  or  accompany  capture,  we  are 
induced  to  infer  from  tlds  consideration.  By  capture,  the  individual 
acquires  an  inchoate  statutory  right,  an  interest  which  can  only  be 
defeated,  by  the  supreme  legislative  power  of  the  Union.  Condem- 
nation does  nothing  more  than  ascertain  that  each  individual  case  i» 
within  the  Prize  Act,^  and  thus  throws  the  individual  upon  his 
light  acquired  by  *  belligerent  capture.  Should  the  Prize  Act,  [  *  69  ] 
in  the  interim,  be  repealed,  or  its  operation  be  suspended  by 
the  provisions  of  a  treaty,  there  no  longer  exists  a  law  to  empower 
the  courts  to  adjudge  the  prize  to  the  individual  captor.     We  can 
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see  nothing  in  the  objects  of  the  law  aathoiizing  the  President  to 
issue  his  instructions,  nor  in  the  instructions  themselves,  which  can 
support  the  idea,  that  that  which  was  lawfully  prize  of  war  at  the 
time  of  capture,  -should  cease  to  be  so  upon  subsequent  notice  of  the 
instructions.  Both  the  act  itself^  and  the  instructions,  in  their  plain 
and  obvious  sense,  may  well  be  construed  so  as  to  aiiest  the  arm  cl 
hostility,  before  it  has  given  the  blow.  But  not  only  is  there  nothing, 
either  in  the  act  or  instructions,  to  which  an  ultericnr  operation  can  be 
given,  but  the  policy  of  the  country,  as  well  as  the  tail  claims  of  the 
prowess,  perseverance,  and  expenses  of  the  individual  forbid  our  giving 
an  effect  either  to  the  act  <Hr  the  instructions,  which  will  deprive  the 
captor  of  the  just  fruits  of  hb  bravery  and  enterjHise.  The  fact  of 
notice,  then,  alone  remains  to  be  considered,  and  this  must  either  be 
inferred  from  circumstances,  or  received  upon  the  evidence  of  con- 
fession. On  this  point,  computation  of  time  becomes  mateiiaL  The 
capture  was  made,  as  we  collect  from  Hie  officers  and  crew,  on  the 
3d  of  September,  but  as  the  nautical  calculation  of  time  commences 
at  noon,  this  may  mean  on  the  morning  of  the  4tih  of  September. 
The  additional  instructions  bear  date  the  28th  of  August,  and  were, 
probably,  forwarded  by  the  mail  of  the  29th.     It  cannot,  therefore, 

be  supposed  that  they  were  published  in  Philadelphia, 
[  •  60  ]  before  the  Slst  *  of  August,  nor  in  New  York  before  the 

2d ;  at  any  rate,  not  befcae  the  1st  of  September.  This  cer^ 
tainly  leaves  time  enough  for  the  information  to  have  been  com- 
municated from  New  York,  but  renders  it  impossible  that  it  could 
have  been  received  either  from  The  Eagle  or  the  pilot  boat,  as  they 
were  both  spoken  off  Charleston,  and  the  latter  was  seven  days  out; 
whereas  The  Tickler  left  St.  Mary's,  in  Georgia,  on  the  24th. 
Whether  such  information  was  not  in  fact  communicated  off  New 
York,  is  a  point  on  which  the  evidence  would  leave  us  little  room 
for  a  contrariety  of  opinion,  were  it  not  for  the  loss  of  the  log-book 
and  journal  For  this  circumstance,  taken  in  conjunction  with  the 
evidence  of  confession,  some  of  the  court  are  inclined  to  entertain  an 
unfavorable  idea  of  the  captor's  cause.  But  the  majority  are  of 
opinion,  that  they  cannot  attach  so  much  importance  to  it.  The 
evidence  of  Paine,  Ferris,  and  Warren,  all  officers  of  the  privateer, 
and,  at  the  time  of  testifying,  devested  of  all  interest  in  the  capture, 
positively  negatives  the  only  fact  from  which  notice  could  be  implied, 
to  wit,  the  speaking  of  any  vessel  beside  The  Eagle,  and  the  pilot 
boat,  previous  to  the  capture  of  The  Mary  and  Susan.  And  this, 
we  think,  is  supported  by  probability,  when  it  is  considered  how  very 
few  vessels  at  that  time  could  venture  to  leave  our  ports ;  that  there 
is  no  probability.  The  Tickler  could  have  ventured  to  lie  off  and  on 
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the  port  of  New  York,  any  length  of  time ;  and  that,  from  her  leav- 
ing the  port  of  St  Mary's  to  her  arrival  at  New  York,  there  elapsed 
no  more  than  the  ordinary  time  of  performing  that  voyage. 
In  addition  to  which  considerations,  *we  cannot  but  think,  [  **  61  ] 
that  a  copy  of  the  journal  of  this  voyage  was,  as  it  ought  to 
have  been,  deposited  in  the  custom-house,  and  this  circumstance, 
whilst  it  was  calculated  to  make  the  captor  less  careful  in  preserving 
the  original,  enabled  the  claimant  to  avail  himself  of  every  advantage 
-which  could  have  been  derived  from  the  original.  On  the  evidence 
of  confession,  we  are  not  inclined  to  enter  into  the  consideration  of 
the  depositions,  intended  on  the  one  hand  to  support,  and  on  the 
other  to  impugn,  the  credibility  of  Waldron  and  Garnsey.  Nothing 
can  be  more  painful  than  the  necessity  of  entering  upon  such  investi- 
gations ;  nothing  more  unsatisfactory  than  to  found  a  legal  decision 
as  to  the  credibility  of  a  witness  upon  oral  testimony,  unsupported  by 
the  evidentia  reu  In  this  case,  we  are  induced  to  conclude  that  these 
witnesses  misunderstood  Johnson ;  that  the  knowledge  of  which  the 
latter  spoke,  was  that  acquired  subsequent  to  the  capture ;  that  it 
could  not  have  related  to  any  other  knowledge  we  think  incontesta- 
ble, from  the  single  consideration  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  proves 
it  to  have  been  inconsistent  with  the  fact  It  was  not  possible  under 
the  dicumstances  of  the  case  that  such  knowledge  could  have  beeii 
communicated  for  want  of  the  means  of  communication,  and  that  it 
was  not,  is  positively  sworn  to  by  three  witnesses  whose  testimony 
stands  wholly  unimpeached 

Sentence  of  the  circuit  ccmrt  affirmed^  with  costs. 


*  The  Bugbn.     Buhring,  Claimant.  [  *  ^^  ] 

1  W.  61. 

Keatral  muniments,  howeTer  regular  and  formal,  if  colorable  only,  do  not  affect  belligerent 

rights. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Greorgia.  The 
schooner  Rugen,  and  cargo,  were  libelled  in  the  district  court  for  that 
district,  as  prize  of  war,  either  as  belonging  to  the  enemies  of  the 
United  States,  or  as  the  property  of  citizens  who  had  been  trading 
with  the  enemy.  A  claim  was  interposed  by  Mr.  Buhring,  a  subject 
of  the  king  of  Sweden,  on  the  ground  that  both  vessel  and  cargo 
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belonged  to  him,  and  were,  bond  fide^  neutral  property.  This  claim 
was  rejected  by  the  district  court ;  which  sentence  was  affirmed  by 
the  circuit  court,  and  thereupon  the  claimant  appealed  to  this  court 

The  AUomey- General  and  Pinkney^  for  the  respondents. 

Oiarleionj  for  the  appellant  and  claimant 

[  •  66  ]      •  Livingston,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  has  been  contended,  that  this  vessel  and  cargo  were, 
band  fidej  the  property  of  the  appellant,  a  subject  of  Sweden,  who 
had  a  right  to  trade  with  the  enemy  of  the  United  States ;  and  that, 
having  done  nothing  to  forfeit  his  neutral  character,  both  the  sen- 
tences below  were  erroneous,  and  ought  to  be  reversed.  To  entitie 
himself  to  such  reversal,  the  claimant  has  undertaken  to  show,  and 
insists  that  he  has  shown,  that  at  the  time  of,  and  previous  to,  the 
departure  of  The  Rugen  from  the  United  States,  she,  as  well  as  the 
cargo  on  board,  was  lus  property,  and  that  he  was  then,  and  still  is, 
a  subject  of  the  king  of  Swedeui  with  whom  the  United  States 
were  at  peace. 

The  court  will  now  proceed  to  inquire  how  tax  Mr. 
[  *67  ]  *Buhring  has  succeeded  in  establishing  the  &cts  on 
which  he  relies  for  a  restitution  of  this  property.  In  pur- 
suing this  inquiry,  it  may  become  unnecessary  to  decide,  whether 
the  papers  which  were  on  board  were  sufficient  to  entitle  The  Rugen 
to  the  privileges  or  national  character  of  a  Swedish  vessel ;  because, 
whatever  may  be  their  regularity  and  effect,  yet,  if  the  court  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  they  were  only  colorable,  and  that  an  American  citi- 
zen, and  not  the  claimant,  wbs  owner  of  the  vessel  and  ca^go,  it  will 
not  be  pretended  that  belligerent  rights  can  be  eluded  in  this  way ; 
or  that  the  subject  of  a  state  at  war  can,  under  cover  of  neutral 
muniments,  however  regularly  procured,  or  formal  they  may  be, 
violate,  with  impunity,  his  duty  and  allegiance  to  his  own  country. 
So  far  from  such  documents,  when  intended  only  as  a  cover,  afford- 
ing any  protection  to  the  property,  they  render  the  party  resorting  to 
them  doubly  criminal,  by  the  scene  of  fraud  and  perjury  which  must 
be  waded  through  in  order  to  obtain  them ;  and  then,  in  case  of 
disaster,  to  make  a  court  believe  that  such  papers  disclose  nothing 
but  the  real  truth  of  the  case.  The  whole  controversy  will  then  be 
resolved  into  the  single  question,  whether,  in  point  of  fact,  Mr. 
Buhring,  or  Messrs.  Samuel  and  Charles  Howard,  who  are  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  were  owners  of  The  Rugen,  and  her  cargo,  at 
the  time  of  her  sailing  from  Savannah,  and  on  her  return  to  the 
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United  States.    It  must  ever  be  a  painful  task  to  investigate  testi- 
mony, where  a  result  unfavorable  to  the  claimant  can  only 
proceed  from  a  conviction  that  the  principal  agents  in  *  the  [  *  68  ] 
transaction  have  acted  either  fraudulently,  or  contrary  to 
their  known  duty  as  good  citizens.     Such  is  the  duty  now  imposed 
on  the  court 

The  claimant  is  said  to  be  a  Swede.  If  this  be  admitted,  and  it 
seems  not  to  be  denied,  we  are  compelled,  by  the  very  suspicious 
circumstances  of  this  case,  to  look  beyond  his  national  character, 
and  to  inquire  very  particularly  into  his  situation  at  the  time  he 
embarked,  or  became  connected  with  this  adventure.  Had  he  ever 
been  a  merchant  in  his  own  country,  or  elsewhere  ?  Had  he  ever 
resided  in  any  of  our  seaports,  or  carried  on  business  of  any  kind 
there,  or  in  any  other  place  ?  Had  he,  at  any  time,  means  to  purchase 
this  vessel  and  cargo ;  or  was  he  sufficiently  known  to  have  acquired 
a  credit  to  that  extent?  These  questions  were  all  asked  by  the 
advocate  of  the  captors,  to  which  no  satisfactory  answer  was  given 
on  the  argument ;  and  it  is  in  vain  that  the  proceedings  are  searched 
for  a  solution  of  either  of  them,  at  all  favorable  to  the  present  claim. 
On  the  contrary,  easily  as  every  difficulty  on  these  points  might  have 
been  dispelled,  if  this  were  a  fair  proceeding,  no  attempt  of  the  kind 
has  been  made,  or  if  it  has,  it  has  terminated  in  establishing  that  Mr. 
Bullring's  situation  and  circumstances  were  such  as  preclude  all 
reasonable  doubt  of  his  being  any  other  than  the  ostensible  owner  of 
the  vessel  and  cargo.  He  was  a  young  man,  only  twenty-one  years  old, 
residing,  as  well  as  his  brother  William,  in  South  Carolina,  with  Mr. 
Scarborough,  Vice-Commercial  Agent  of  the  king  of  Sweden,  for  the 
State  of  Georgia.  From  this  retirement  he  is  drawn,  and 
for  the  •  first  time  introduced  to  the  notice  of  the  mercantile  [  *  69  ] 
world  by  the  Messrs.  Howards,  who  appear  to  be  merchants 
of  considerable  propert}^  and  credit,  residing  at  Savannah,  in  the  State 
of  Georgia.  Between  these  gentlemen  and  Mr.  Buhring  there  could 
have  been  but  very  little  previous  acquaintance;  for  the  latter  arrived 
at  Savannah,  from  Europe,  only  two  or  three  months  before  we  find 
him  engaged  in  the  concerns  of  The  Rugen ;  and  after  remaining  not 
more  than  three  or  four  days  in  that  city,  he  went  to  reside  in  the 
country  of  South  Carolina,  whence  he  did  not  return  to  Savannah 
until  he  came  back  with  Mr.  C.  Howard,  a  very  few  days  before  The 
Rugen  sailed.  It  is  not,  then,  harsh  to  presume,  that  the  strongest 
and  only  recommendation  of  Mr.  Buhring,  was  his  national  character. 
The  Messrs.  Howards  appear,  at  the  time,  to  have  been  in  search  of 
a  Swede,  and  were  not  long  in  meeting  with  one,  whose  youth  and 
inexperience  well  fitted  him  for  the  purposes  for  which,  there  is  so 
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mach  reaBon  to  believe,  he  was  wanted  A  feeble  attempt,  however, 
has  been  made  to  show  that  Mr.  Bnhring  was  not  i^thout  credit  as 
well  as  funds.  To  the  fonner  point  one  witness  has  been  examined, 
and  to  establish  that  he  was  not  entirely  destitute  of  property,  it  baa 
been  shown  that  he  actually  gave  two  notes,  amonnting,  together,  to 
about  $4,300,  for  The  Rogen  and  her  cargo,  in  the  month  of  May, 
1813,  payable  in  four  months  after  date ;  that  these  notes,  as  they 
became  due,  were  taken  up  by  him  with  great  punctuality,  at  one  of 
the  banks  in  Savannah.  Whether  these  notes  were  really 
[  •  70  ]  made  at  the  time  when  they  bear  date,  may  •well  be 
doubted;  but  it  admits  of  no  doubt  that  they  were  dis- 
charged with  the  proper  moneys  of  the  Messrs.  Howards,  which  bad 
almost  the  moment  before  been  drawn,  by  one  of  them,  out  of  the 
bank,  and  put  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Buhring,  for  that  purpose.  With 
the  funds,  then,  of  Mr.  Howard,  and  not  with  those  of  Mr.  Buhring, 
were  these  notes  taken  up ;  and  a  contrivance,  which  was  intended 
to  make  Mr.  Buhring  appear  as  a  man  of  property,  has  not  only 
altogether  failed,  but  has  added  very  considerable  weight  to  the 
suggestion  of  the  captors,  that  be  was  a  young  man  totally  destitute 
of  the  means  of  purchasing  and  paying  for  the  property  which,  it  is 
now  alleged,  belonged  to  him.  But  we  now  find  Mr.  Buhring  at 
Savannah ;  and  what  is  done  with  him  ?  or  what  does  he  do  with 
himself,  on  his  arrival  there?  Does  he  go  about  to  purchase  a  vessel? 
Does  he,  when  he  is  told  that  The  Rugen  belongs  to  him,  take  any 
measures  to  fit  her  out?  Does  he  provide  a  crew?  Does  he  agree 
for  their  wages  ?  Does  he  purchase  a  cargo  ?  Does  he  see  to  its 
being  put  on  board  ?  Does  he  effect  insurance?  or  is  he  found  doing 
any  one  act  which  might  naturally  be  expected  firom  an  owner?  All 
this  trouble  had  already  been  most  kindly  taken  off  his  hands  by  bis 
new  Mend  and  acquaintance,  Mr.  Howard.  This  gentleman  had 
already  (if  we  are  to  believe  the  history  of  this  transaction  as  it  is 
narrated  by  the  claimant)  provided  him  v^dth  a  vessel  and  cargo, 
although  it  does  not  appear  that  he  had  instructions  or  funds  of  Mr* 
Buhring  for  the  purpose.  It  is  true  that  with  a  caution 
[  *  71  ]  very  excusable,  *  considering  the  circumstances  of  Mr.  Bnh- 
ring, the  bill  of  sale  which  had  been  executed  by  the  mar- 
shal, with  a  blank  for  the  name  of  the  vendee,  was  not  put  into  the 
possession  of  Mr.  Buhring,  but  carefully  retained  by  the  Messrs. 
Howards,  they  executing  to  him  one  in  their  own  names,  although 
they  now  say  they  never  were  the  owners  of  the  vessel.  And  even 
this  bill  of  sale,  it  is  very  probable,  remained  in  the  custody  of  Mr. 
Samuel  Howard,  during  the  whole  of  the  voyage  to  Jamaica  and 
back  to  the  United  States.    Every  thing  being  now  in  readiness  for 
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their  departare  from  Savannah,  Mr.  Buhring  appears  on  board,  and 
is  introduced  to  the  mate  and  crew,  not  merely  as  owner  of  vessel 
and  cargo,  but  as  master  for  the  voyage.  Whether  any  surprise  were 
excited  on  board  by  the  new  character  in  which  the  claimant  appeared, 
or  whether  they  expressed  any  reluctance  at  placing  themselves  under 
his  command,  we  know  not ;  nor  is  it  a  fact  very  necessary  to  ascer- 
tain, because  they  must  soon  have  discovered  that  Mr.  Samuel  How- 
ard, whose  friendship  for  Mr.  Buhring  seems  to  have  had  no  limit, 
and  in  whose  seamanship  they  may  have  had  full  confidence,  intend- 
ed to  go  with  the  vessel,  and  relieve  Mr.  Buhring  from  the  trouble- 
some task,  if  he  were  equal  to  it,  of  navigating  The  Rugen.  For 
this  conduct,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Howard,  no  other  reasonable  motive 
can  be  assigned  than  an  interest  in  the  vessel  and  cargo.  The 
allegation  of  his  going  affcer  certain  funds  in  Carthagena  is  not  at 
all  made  out  The  Rugen  leaves  Savannah  on  the  5th  or  6th  of  May, 
bound,  as  is  alleged,  for  Carthagena,  but  arrives  at  Kingston, 
in  *the  island  of  Jamaica.  The  court  is  not  at  all  satisfied  [  *  72  ] 
with  the  excuses  which  have  been  made  for  her  going  there. 
It  does  not  appear  that  a  vis  major  of  any  kind  existed  She  was 
neither  forced  in  by  adverse  winds,  nor  was  she  under  any  restraint 
from  capture.  When  within  only  four  leagues  of  the  island,  she 
was  boarded  by  a  British  brig  of  war  called  La  Decouverte,  whose 
commander  ordered  her  into  Kingston.  He  put  no  prize-master  on 
board ;  nor  did  he  indorse  any  of  her  papers ;  nor  did  he  keep  com- 
pany with  her;  and  yet  we  find  her  doing  exactly  what  she  was 
verbally  directly  to  do.  It  is  faintly  pretended,  that  if  she  had 
attempted,  after  that,  to  go  to  Carthagena,  she  could  not  have 
escaped  the  British  cruisers,  which  swarmed  about  the  island.  But 
what  greater  danger,  if  the  property  were  neutral,  would  ensue  on  a 
capture  by  any  other  British  vessel,  than  by  her  going  to  a  British 
port,  as  prize  to  The  Decouverte,  or  by  her  orders  ?  It  is  believed, 
then,  that  her  going  to  Jamaica  was  voluntary,  and  formed  part 
of  the  original  plan;  which  opinion  derives  considerable  support 
from  the  fact  of  insurance  having  been  made,  not  only  for  Cartha- 
gena, but  also  for  a  port  in  the  West  Indies ;  from  the  nature  of  the 
outward  cargo;  from  the  readiness  with  which  they  consented  to 
dispose  of  it  at  that  place,  and  procured  another  for  this  country 
promising  a  much  greater  profit  than  any  which  at  that  time  could 
have  been  imported  from  Carthagena.  There  is  yet  a  still  stronger 
circumstance  to  prove  that  the  destination  of  The  Rugen  to  Cartha- 
gena was  fictitious ;  and  that  is,  her  meeting  at  Kingston 
a  ship  called  The  •Wanschop,  which  had  sailed  from  [  *  73  ] 
Savannah  but  a  litde  before  The  Rugen.     On  board  of 

VOL.  HI.  40 


470         SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

The  Bagen.    1  W. 

that  vessel  we  find  Mr.  William  Buhring,  a  brother  of  the  claimant ; 
and  we  have  every  reason  to  believe  that  she  belonged,  with  her 
cargo,  to  the  same  concern.  The  Wanschop,  it  is  also  said,  was 
destined  for  Portx>  Bello,  on  the  Spanish  Main ;  but  by  a  strange 
coincidence  of  events,  which  can  scarcely  have  been  the  effect 
of  chance  alone,  she  also  gets  out  of  her  course,  falls  in  with  the 
same  British  vessel  of  war  which  afterwards  boarded  The  Rngen ; 
receives  the  like  order  to  proceed  to  Kingston,  which  she  also  very 
promptly,  and  without  any  apparent  reluctance,  complied  with.  The 
business  of  these  two  vessels  is  managed  by  the  same  house  in 
Kingston,  and  the  proceeds  of  both  of  their  cargoes  are  invested  in 
molasses,  rum,  &c.,  which  composed  the  return  cai^  of  The  Rugen. 
If  the  property  claimed  were  bond  fide  Swedish,  it  would  be  super* 
fluous  to  inquire  whether  The  Rugen's  going  to  Jamaica  were 
voluntary,  or  by  coercion,  a  subject  of  Sweden  having,  for  aught 
that  appears,  as  good  right  to  trade  there  as  at  Carthagena.  But  if 
it  belonged  to  the  American  gentlemen,  who  have  had  an  agency  so 
conspicuous  in  the  whole  of  this  business,  (and  that  it  did,  is  our 
unanimous  opinion,)  it  will  not  be  pretended  that  they  could  go  to 
Kingston  unless  by  compulsion,  or  that  they  had  any  right,  during 
the  late  war,  to  purchase  and  bring  a  cargo  from  any  British  port  to 
this  or  any  other  country. 

The  court  having  already  expressed  its  opinion,  that  this 
[  •  74  ]  vessel  and  cargo  did  not  belong  to  the  •  claimant,  but  to 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  the  latter  having  been  pur- 
chased at  Kingston,  as  is  believed,  with  their  funds ;  it  becomes 
quite  unnecessary  to  inquire,  what  was  the  real  destination  of  The 
Rugen,  on  her  leaving  Kingston ;  whether  she  were  bound,  in  fact, 
to  Amelia  Island,  or  to  the  United  States ;  although  it  might  not  be 
very  difficult  to  come  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion,  that  Hardwicke, 
in  Georgia,  was  her  real  port  of  destination.  But  this  examination 
is  unnecessary ;  for  the  owners,  being  American  citizens,  are  equally 
guilty  of  trading  with  the  enemy,  whether  that  trade  were  carried  on 
between  a  British  port  and  the  United  States,  or  between  such  port 
and  any  foreign  nation ;  and  in  the  present  case,  if  tiie  court  be 
correct  in  the  view  which  it  has  taken  of  the  evidence,  the  offence  of 
trading  with  the  enemy  was  complete  the  moment  The  Rugen  sailed 
from  Savannah,  with  an  intention  to  carry  her  cargo  to  Kingston,  in 
Jamaica.  Upon  the  whole,  without  taking  notice  of  many  of  the 
arguments  urged  by  the  advocates  of  the  captors,  in  favor  of  con- 
demnation, and  which  are  entitied  to  great  consideration,  the  court 
is  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court, 
rejecting  the  claim  of  Mr.  Buhring,  was  correct,  and  must,  in  all 
things,  be  affirmed.  Sentence  affirmed^  with  costs. 
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An  article,  purchased  in  general  terms  from  among  many  of  the  same  description,  if  after- 
wards selected  and  set  apart  with  the  assent  of  the  parties  as  fhe  thing  purchased,  is  as 
completely  sold  as  if  it  had  been  selected  and  designated  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made. 

A  contract  of  sale,  approyed  security  for  the  purchase-money  to  be  giren  on  deliveiy,  and 
in  the  mean  time  the  article  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  rendors,  passes  the  property, 
unless  there  is  some  stipulation  which  controls  its  legal  effect 

Error  to  the  circnit  court  for  the  county  of  Alexandria. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover,  institated  by  the  defendant  in  error, 
against  Jonah  Thompson,  agent  for  the  managers  of  the  Potomac 
and  Shenandoah  Navigation  Lotteries,  to  recover  a  ticket  in  the 
second  class  of  said  lotteries,  against  which  had  been  drawn  a  prize 
of  $20,000. 

On  the  trial,  evidence  was  offered,  to  prove  that  the  president  and 
managers  of  the  Potomac  Company  had  been  created  a  corporation, 
under  that  corporate  name ;  that  they  had  been  authorized 
by  law  to  raise  the  sum  of  $300,000,  by  lotteries,  *  and  had  [  •  76  ] 
arranged  and  published  a  scheme  of  a  second  class. 

That  the  plaintiff  below,  and  one  Joseph  Milligan,  projected 
another  scheme,  which  they  sent  in  to  the  president  and  managers, 
accompanied  by  a  proposition,  in  writing,  in  the  words  and  figures 
following:— 

^^  If  this  scheme  is  adopted,  we  engage  to  take  2,500  tickets  each, 
in  the  second  class  of  the  P.  and  8.  Navigation  Lottery :  Ptovided 
the  ten  dollar  prizes  we  now  hold,  and  may  hereafter  receive,  deduct- 
ing fifteen  per  cent.,  shall  be  taken  in  liquidation  of  our  joint  bond; 
and  we  engage  to  place  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Carlton,  all  the  fands 
we  receive  for  new  tickets,  until  it  amounts  to  a  sum  equal  to  that 
w^hich  we  now  owe  the  company,  as  fast  as  we  receive  them ;  on 
the  balance  we  shall  expect  the  usual  credit.  It  is  understood  that 
the  discount  of  five  per  cent,  is  to  be  made  firom  the  above  5,000 
tickets  ;  approved  security  to  be  given  on  the  delivery  of  the  tickets. 
(Signed)  ''Joseph  Milligan. 

"  R.  Gray." 

It  was  admitted  that  this  scheme  was  approved  of  and  adopted 
by  the  president  and  managers,  and  their  own  scheme  was  aban« 
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doned ;  that  the  proposition  of  the  plaintiff,  and  Milligan,  was  aocepted 
by  them,  and  became  a  binding  contract  between  the  parties, 
tlvidence  was  also  offered  to  prove  that,  under  the  contract,  a  sched- 
ule, specifying  the  nambers  of  certain  tickets  by  books, 
[  *  77  ]  containing  one  hundred  *  each,  to  the  extent  of  2,500, 
selected  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  be  set  apart  for  his  use,  had 
been  delivered  by  him,  to  the  former  agent  of  the  lottery ;  that  two 
of  the  books  mentioned  in  the  said  schedule,  having  been  disposed 
of,  or  put  out  of  the  reach  of  the  agent,  another  schedule  was  handed 
in  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  then,  and  at  present,  agent,  in 
which  two  other  books,  containing  the  same  number  of  tickets,  were 
substituted  in  lieu  of  the  two  last  mentioned ;  the  schedule,  in  respect 
to  the  others,  being  the  same  as  the  first  That  the  plaintiff  had,  at 
different  times,  received  thirteen  books,  of  100  tickets  each,  part  of 
those  specified  in  the  schedule,  and  that  he  had  paid  for  the  thirteen 
books,  partly  in  certain  promissory  notes,  received  and  approved  of  by 
the  agent,  and  partly  in  cash,  and  had  afterwards  paid  one  hundred 
and  eighty  dollars  and  eighty  cents,  on  account  of  tickets  in  the  second 
dass,  over  and  above  the  said  thirteen  books.  On  the  requisition  of 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  produced  on  the  trial  a  bundle,  containing 
twelve  books  of  tickets,  of  100  each,  (the  residue  of  the  numbers 
specified  in  the  schedule,)  and,  amongst  others,  the  ticket  in  tiie 
declaration  mentioned.  On  each  of  which  books  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff  was  superscribed  in  his  own  handwriting ;  and  on  one  of 
them  (not  that  containing  the  ticket  in  the  declaration  claimed)  was 
indorsed,  in  the  defendant's  handwriting :  ^^  Purchased,  and  to  be 
taken  by  Robert  Gray."  And  on  the  envelop,  covering  the  whole 
twelve  books,  in  one  bundle,  was  superscribed,  in  the  hand  and 
figures  of  the  defendant,  the  words  and  figures  following : — 

«  Robert  Gray,  12  Books." 

[  *  78  ]      *  Similar  proceedings  took  place  as  to  W.  Milligan,  to 
whom  only  a  part  of  the  tickets  selected  by  him  had  been 
delivered. 

That  the  drawing  of  the  lottery  was  commenced  on  the  17th  day 
of  November,  1812,  and  that,  on  the  27th  of  that  month,  the  second 
day's  drawing,  a  prize  of  $20,000  was  drawn  against  the  number  in 
the  declaration  mentioned.  The  plaintiff  also  offered  evidence  to 
prove  that,  on  the  4th  day  of  December,  1812,  subsequent  to  the 
third,  and  before  the  fourth  day's  drawing,  the  plaintiff  tendered  to 
the  defendant  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  dollars,  executed 

by  himself  and  two  sureties,  who  were  fully  sufficient  for  that  sum, 
and  demanded  from  him  the  twelve  books  of  tickets  which  had  been 
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selected  and  set  apart  for  him.  To  which  the  defendant  replied,  that 
he  was  ready  to  deUver  1^00  of  any  undrawn  tickets,  but  would 
not  deliver  the  high  prize.  The  drawing  of  the  lottery  had  been 
continued  only  fifteen  days. 

Jonesy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Swannj  contr^. 

*  Marshall,  C.  J.,  deUvered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and,  [  **  81  ] 
after  stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows : — 

The  question  on  which  the  correctness  of  the  opinions  given  by 
the  circuit  court  depends,  is  this :  Was  the  purchase  and  sale  of  the 
twelve  books  not  delivered,  so  complete,  that  the  tickets  had  become 
the  property,  and  were  at  the  risk  of  Robert  Gray  ? 

*  In  pursuing  this  inquiry,  it  becomes  necessary  to  decide  [  *  82  ] 
whether  the  clause  respecting  security  forms  a  condition 
precedent,  on  which  the  sale  ia  made  to  depend,  or  a  condition 
subsequent,  the  performance  of  which  may  be  suspended  until  it 
shall  be  convenient  to  the  vendee,  or  required  by  the  vendor.  It  is 
apparent,  that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  5,000  tickets,  was  one  of 
very  considerable  interest  to  the  managers  of  the  lottery.  This  is 
not  only  self-evident  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  but  it  is 
also  proved  by  the  fact  that  they  changed  the  scheme  of  the  lottery 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  it  As  the  time  of  commencing  the 
drawing  must  necessarily  have  depended  on  the  sale  of  the  tickets,  it  is 
reasonable  to  suppose  that,  in  the  calculations  made  on  this  subject, 
they  must  have  considered  the  books  selected  and  set  apart  for  Mr.. 
Gray,  either  as  sold  or  unsold.  The  indorsements  on  the  books 
selected,  l6ad  strongly  to  the  opinion  that  they  were  considered  as 
sold.  If  the  proposition  which  forms  the  basis  of  the  contract  be 
inspected,  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  contract  was  intended  to  be 
entire,  not  divisible.  The  scheme  of  the  lottery  was  changed,  not 
for  the  purpose  of  inducing  Gray  and  Milligan  to  take  any  number 
of  tickets  less  than  5,000,  but  on  their  engaging  to  take  5,000  abso- 
lutely ;  and  the  clause  respecting  the  security  is  annexed  to  the 
delivery  of  the  tickets.  The  delivery  of  some  of  the  books  was  an 
execution  in  part  of  an  entire  contract.  All  the  circumstances  show 
that  the  obligation  of  the  contract  was  complete ;  but  the 
examination  of  these  circumstances  *  is  dispensed  with  by  [  *  83  ] 
the  admission  on  record,  that  it  ^<  became  a  binding  contract 
between  the  parties." 

What,  then,  was  this  binding  contract  ? 

40* 
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That  the  scheme  proposed  by  Milligan  and  Oray  should  be  adoptedi 
and  certain  facilities  of  payment  allowed,  on  their  bond  to  the  company 
for  tickets  taken  in  the  first  class.  That  they  should,  on  tiieir  part^ 
take  2,500  tickets  each  in  the  second  dass,  and  that  approved  secu- 
rity should  be  given  on  their  delivery.  Certainly  Milligan  and  Grray 
were  absolutely  bound  to  take  2,500  tickets  each.  A  refusal  to  do 
so  would  have  been  a  breach  of  contract,  for  which  they  would  have 
been  responsible  in  damages.  When  the  parties  proceed  one  step 
further ;  when  the  vendee,  in  execution  of  this  contract,  selects  the 
number  of  tickets  he  has  agreed  to  purchase,  and  the  vendor  assents 
to  that  selection ;  when  they  are  separated  from  ihe  mass  of  tickets^ 
and  those  not  actually  delivered  are  set  apart  and  marked  as  the 
property  of  the  vendee ;  what,  then,  is  the  state  of  the  contract )  It 
certainly  stands  as  if  the  selection  had  been  previously  made  and 
inserted  in  the  contract  itself.  An  article  purchased  in  general  terms 
from  many  of  the  same  description,  if  afterwards  selected  and  set 
apart  with  the  assent  of  the  parties  as  the  thing  purchased,  is  aa 
completely  identified,  and  as  completely  sold,  as  if  it  had  been 
selected  previous  to  the  sale,  and  specified  in  the  contract.  After 
this  selection,  the  parties  stood  in  the  same  relation  to  these  tickets 
as  if  the  twenty-five  books,  afl:erwards  agreed  upon,  bad  been  named 
in  the  contract  as  containing  the  numbers  purchased  by 
[  *  84  ]  Gray.  The  •contract,  then,  amounts  to  this.  The  man- 
agers agree  to  sell  Oray  2,500  tickets,  which  are  specified^ 
and  he  agrees  to  give  approved  security  for  the  pxirchase*nK»iey  on 
the  delivery ;  in  the  mean  time  the  tickets  remain  in  possession  of 
the  vendors,  who  proceed  to  draw  the  lottery,  witiiout  having  received 
or  required  security  for  the  whole  numb^  of  tickets  sold.  The  stipn* 
lation  respecting  security  could  not  in  such  a  case  be  considered  as  a 
condition  precedent,  on  the  performance  of  which  the  sale  depended. 
Certainly,  the  managers  could  have  required  and  have  insisted  on 
this  security ;  but  they  might  waive  it,  without  dissolving  the  con- 
tract They  were,  themselves,  the  judges,  whether  they  would 
consider  the  contract  of  Robert  Gray,  with  the  collateral  security 
furnished  by  the  possession  of  the  tickets,  as  sufficient  for  their 
protection  ;  and  their  conduct  shows  that  they  thought  it  sufficient. 

The  majority  of  the  court  is  of  opinion,  that  the  property  in  tiie 
tickets  changed  when  the  selection  was  made  and  assented  to ;  and 
that  they  remained  in  possession  of  the  vendors  merely  as  coUateial 
security.  Had  the  tickets  been  all  blanks,  Gray  was  compellable  to 
take  them. 

JudgmetU  affirmed^  with  costs. 
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**Andbr8on  V.  Longden  and  others.  [  *^  ] 

1  W.  85. 

Where  a  bond  wu  given  by  the  agent  of  an  unincorporated  joint-stock  company,  to  the 
directors  for  the  faithful  performance  of  bis  duties,  &c.,  while  he  held  the  office,  and  the 
directors  were  appointed  annually,  and  changed  before  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the 
bond,  tiie  agent  and  his  sureties  were  held  liable  to  an  action  brought  by  the  obligees  after 
they  had  ceased  to  be  directors. 

Ebror  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  an 
action  of  debt  on  bond. 

In  November,  1809,  a  vohmtary  association,  for  encouraging  the 
manufacture  and  use  of  domestic  merchandise,  was  formed  in 
Alexandria.  It  was  provided  by  the  articles,  that  seven  directors 
should  be  chosen  for  one  year,  who  should  manage  the  affairs  of  the 
company,  and  appoint  an  agent,  who  should  hold  his  office  during 
the  pleasure  of  the  board,  and  give  bond  for  the  faithful  discharge  of 
'  his  duties.  John  McLeod  was  appointed  agent  by  the  first  board  of 
directors,  and  gave  a  bond,  with  the  plaintiffs  in  error  as  his  sureties, 
the  condition  of  which  was  :  '^  That  the  said  John  McLeod  should, 
in  all  respects,  faithfully  execute  and  perform  the  duties  assigned  to 
him  as  agent,  eiccording  to  the  terms  and  meaning  of  the  articles  of 
association,  and  also  such  other  duties  as  are,  or  from  time  to  time 
should  be,  assigned  to  the  office  of  agent  by  the  board  of  directors, 
and  should,  firom  time  to  time,  when  called  upon,  render 
a  just  and  true  account  of  all  money,  *  goods,  &c.,  of  the  [  *  88  ] 
said  company,  which  should  come  to  his  hands,  and  should 
apply  the  same  as  he  should  be  directed  ;  and  should,  in  all  respects, 
-whilst  he  held  the  office,  conduct  himself  with  honesty  and  fidelity, 
and  attention  to  the  interest  of  the  company."  The  said  agent  con- 
tinued in  the  service  of  the  company,  without  any  new  appointment, 
until  June,  1812,  when  he  was  dismissed ;  and  having  gone  out  in 
arrears  to  the  company,  this  suit  was  brought  against  tiie  plaintiff  in 
error,  to  recover  the  amount  due  to  the  company.  The  only  question 
considered  on  this  writ  of  error  was,  whether  the  sureties  were  liable, 
the  first  set  of  directors  having  gone  out  before  any  default. 

Swavrnj  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

LeCf  for  the  defendant  in  error,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 
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[  *  91  ]  *  Marshall,  C.  J.  The  case  of  the  sheriff's  bond  is  very 
different.  The  commission  of  sheriff,  in  Virginia,  is  annual; 
of  course,  his  sureties  are  bound  for  one  year  only.  It  is  true,  the 
directors  of  this  company  are  elected  annually ;  but  the  company  has 
not  said  that  the  agent  shall  be  for  one  year  only ;  his  appointment 
is  during  pleasure.  The  sureties  do  not  become  sureties  in  conse- 
quence of  their  confidence  in  the  directors,  but  of  their  confidence  in 
the  agent  whose  sureties  they  are.  The  court  is  unanimously  of  tiie 
opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmedL 


Thb  Corporation  of  New  Orleans  v.  Winter  et  oL 

1  W.  91. 

f /<    C'^        ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  plaintiff  is  a  dtizen  of  a  Territory,  and  the  defendant  of  a  State,  does  not 
^^  ^^  '^^'       enable  the  courts  of  the  United  States  to  take  jorisdiction. 

,/  ij   c    '  J    Nor  do  the  farther  facts,  that  some  of  the  joint  plaintiffs,  who  might  have  somI  sererallj, 
^  ^^    T.  '^     ftre  citizens  of  one  State  and  the  defendant  of  another  State. 

//.    ^^  ^  ,  Error  from  the  district  court  for  the  district  of  Louisiana. 

'^Z  ^  i.'^  I  *92  ]  •One  of  the  parties,  petitioners  in  the  court  below,  was 

f^f  ^'f^^*'^;?  described  in  the  record  as  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Ken- 

'Si-^^"*^  tucky ;  and  the  other,  as  a  citizen  of  the  Mississippi  Territory.     The 

f^^,  fi  S  ^  petitioners  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  court  below,  from  which  a 

yf   '^  '^  writ  of  error  was  brought 

^£    "^  Wwder  and  Harper^  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Kepj  contr^. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  after 
stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

The  proceeding  of  the  court,  therefore,  is  arrested  in  limine^  by  a 
question  respecting  its  jurisdiction.  In  the  case  of  Hepburn  and 
Dundas  v.  EUzey,^  this  court  determined,  on  mature  consideration, 
that  a  citizen  of  the  District  of  Columbia  could  not  maintain  a  suit 
in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States.  That  opinion  is  still 
retained. 

It  has  been  attempted  to  distinguish  a  territory  from  the  District 

2  C.  445. 
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of  Columbia ;  but  the  court  is  of  opinion,  that  this  distinction  cannot 
be  maintained.  They  may  differ  in  many  respects,  but  neither  of 
ihem  is  a  State,  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  the  Consti- 
tution. Every  reason  assigned  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  a 
citizen  of  Columbia  was  not  capable  of  suing  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  under  the  Judiciary  Act,^  is  equally  appli- 
cable to  a  citizen  of  a  Territory.  Gfabriel  Winter,  •then,  [  *  95  ] 
being  a  citizen  of  the  Mississippi  Territory,  was  incapable  of 
maintaining  a  suit  alone  in  the  circuit  court  of  Louisiana.  Is  his 
case  mended  by  his  being  associated  with  others  who  are  capable  of 
suing  in  that  court  ?  In  the  case  of  Strawbridge  et  a/,  v.  Curtis  et  al.^ 
3  C.  267,  it  was  decided,  that  where  a  joint  interest  is  prosecuted,  the 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  sustained,  unless  each  individual  be  entitled 
to  claim  that  jurisdiction.  In  this  case,  it  has  been  doubted  whether 
the  parties  might  elect  to  sue  jointly  or  severally.  However  this 
may  be,  having  elected  to  sue  jointly,  the  court  is  incapable  of  dis- 
tinguishing their  case,  so  far  as  respects  jurisdiction,  from  one  in 
which  they  were  compelled  to  unite.  The  circuit  court  of  Louis- 
iana, therefore,  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  and  their  judgment 
must,  on  that  account,  be  reversed,  and  the  petition  dismissed. 

Judgment  reversed. 

2  H.  9;  5  W.  843;  16  H.  814. 


•  The  Aurora,  Walden  et  aL  Claimants.  [  *  ^^  ] 

1  W.  96. 

To  rapport  a  bottomrj  bond,  giren  by  the  master,  it  most  appear  that  the  advances  were  ^  (/K  v  ' 
made  for  repairs  or  supplies,  necessary  for  effectuating  the  objects  of  the  voyage,  or  the  •^'^  -V^^ 
safety  of  the  ship,  and  that  they  oonid  not  have  been  obtained  on  the  credit  of  the  owner.  ^  "^    "  .  ^ 

If  there  be  a  stipulation  for  bottomry  when  the  advances  are  made,  it  must  be  understood^*^'^-    ^/\, , 
in  reference  to  the  then  next  voyage,  and  if  the  bond  be  not  taken,  and  that  voyage  \b9^^  '  ^  > 
made,  it  is  waived.  jyV^  4;^^-  / 

A  creditor  who  advances  his  money  in  good  faith  to  relieve  the  ship  from  an  actual  arrest^  ^^^  **  \? 
for  repahrs  and  supplies  constituting  a  lien  by  the  marine  law,  may  stipulate  for  a  bot-/^  .^  ^  ^  c 
tomry  bond ;  but  a  mere  threat  of  arrest  by  a  general  creditor  is  not  sufficient.  ^  ^/p'  ^  ^ 

If  different  claims  are  embraced  in  such  a  bond,  some  of  which  would  and  some  would  not-^^f  ^  >  ' 
support  it,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  creditor  clearly  to  distinguish  them  and  show  their  respect- 
ire  origin  and  character. 

A  second  bond,  indnding  what  was  due  upon  an  original  invalid  bond,  cannot  be  supported 
for  that  amount. 

I  1  Stats,  at  Large,  73. 
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Appeal  from  the  dicuit  court  for  the  district  of  PennBylvania. 
The  brig  Aurora,  commanded  b  j  Captain  Owen  F.  Smith,  and  owned 
by  the  claimants,  sailed  in  July,  1809,  from  New  Yoi^,  on  a  trad- 
ing voyage  to  the  Brazils,  and  from  thence  to  the  South  Sea  Islands, 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  cargo  for  the  market  of  Canton  or 
Manilla ;  with  liberty,  after  completing  this  adventure,  to  continue  in 
this  trade,  or  engage  in  that  between  Canton  and  the  northwest  coast 
of  America.  The  brig  duly  arrived  at  Bio  Janeno,  where  the  prin- 
cipal part  of  her  outward  cargo  was  sold,  and  from  thence  proceeded 
to  Port  Jackson,  in  New  Holland.  At  this  port,  the  brig  underwent 
considerable  repairs ;  on  account  of  which,  advances  and  supplies 
were  furnished  by  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams,  who  were  mer- 
chants there.  The  original  objects  of  the  voyage  seem  here 
[  *  97  ]  to  *have  been  lost  sight  of,  and  the  brig  was  chartered  by  the 
master,  to  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams,  for  a  voyage  of  dis- 
covery, and  was  actually  retained  in  their  service  for  about  a  year, 
under  this  engagement  At  the  end  of  this  time  the  brig  had  returned 
to  Port  Jackson,  and  Captain  Smith  was  here  put  in  jail,  by  some 
persons  whose  names  are  unknown,  for  debts  contracted,  as  it  was  as- 
serted or  supposed,  on  account  of  the  vessel,  and  was  relieved  from  im- 
prisonment by  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams.  About  this  time,  namdy, 
in  July,  1811,  the  brig  was  again  chartered  to  Messrs.  Lord  and  Wil- 
liams, for  a  voyage  from  Port  Jackson  to  Calcutta,  and  back  to  Port 
Jackson ;  and  a  bottomry  bond  was  executed  for  the  same  voyage 
by  Captain  Smith,  in  favor  for  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams,  for  the 
sum  of  1,482/.  6^.  Id.^  and  interest  at  nine  per  cent;  being  the 
amount,  *as  the  bond  expresses  it,  of  ^  charges  incurred  for  necessa- 
ries and  stores,  found  and  provided  by  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams, 
of,  &C.,  at  various  times  and  places,  for  the  use  of  the  said  brig." 
The  vessel  duly  proceeded  to  Calcutta  and  landed  her  cargo  there ; 
but  being  prevented,  as  it  was  alleged,  by  the  British  government  in 
Calcutta,  from  returning  to  Port  Jackson,  the  voyage  was  broken  up. 
In  December,  1811,  Captain  Smith  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
libellants,  Messrs.  Chamberlain  and  Co.,  at  Calcutta,  by  which  he  en- 
gaged to  charter  the  brig  to  them,  to  carry  a  cargo  on  their  account 
to  Philadelphia,  for  the  gross  freight  of  12,000  sicca  rupees,  to  be 
paid  to  him  in  advance  in  Calcutta ;  and  also  to  give  the 
[  *  98  ]  charterers  the  appointment  of  the  master  for  the  voyage.* 
He  further  agreed,  in  consideration  of  the  libellants  paying 
the  bottomry  bond  of  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams,  and  advancing 
any  sums  necessary  for  the  repairs  and  supplies  of  the  ship,  to  ex- 
ecute a  bottomry  bond  to  them  for  the  same  voyage,  for  the  princi- 
pal sum  thus  paid  and  expended,  and  20  per  cent,  interest    In  pur- 
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suance  of  this  agreement,  on  the  17th  of  December,  a  certain  Captain 
George  Lee,  with  the  assent  of  Smith,  was  appointed  by  the  libel- 
lants  to  superintend  the  repairs,  equipments,  and  loading  of  the  brig, 
and  afterwards  sailed  as  master  on  the  voyage.  A  bottomry  bond, 
for  18,000  sicca  rupees,  was  formally  executed  by  Captain  Smith, 
on  the  23d,  and  a  charter-party  on  the  26th  December.  In  the  latter 
part  of  January,  1812,  Captain  Smith  resigned  his  nominal  command 
of  the  ship  to  Captain  Lee,  and  delivered  to  him  the  ship's  papers, 
and  letters  for  the  owners.  The  ship  duly  sailed  on  the  voyage,  and 
arrived  at  Ptiiladelphia,  and  there  safely  delivered  her  cargo.  The 
advance  freight  was  paid  to  Captain  Smith,  according  to  the  con- 
tract, and  he  remained  behind  at  Calcutta,  under  the  pretence,  that, 
with  this  advance  freight,  it  was  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  plan 
of  his  original  voyage,  and  to  endeavor  to  recover  the  losses  sustained 
by  his  former  conduct  It  also  appeared  in  evidence,  that  Captain 
Smith  was,  during  the  whole  voyage,  much  addicted  to  intoxication, 
both  at  sea  and  on  shore ;  and  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams,  and  the 
libellants,  seem  to  have  been  fully  apprized  of  his  incapacity  to  man- 
age the  concerns  of  the  voyage.  The  owners  refused  to  pay 
the  botfomry  bond  executed  at  Calcutta,  and  the  •  present  [  *  99  ] 
libel  was  brought  to  enforce  it  The  district  court,  at  the 
hearing,  decreed  the  full  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  of 
the  bond,  deducting  the  12,000  sicca  rupees  advanced  at  Calcutta. 
Upon  an  appeal,  the  circuit  court  reversed  this  decree,  and,  upon  the 
merits,  dismissed  the  libeL 

Barper^  for  the  appellants  and  Ubellants. 

Sergeant^  contra. 

•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and,  after  [  *  102  ] 
stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

Such  are  the  material  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  question  to  be  de- 
cided is,  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  bottomry  bond 
executed  at  Calcutta  constitutes  a  valid  lien  upon  the  ship. 

The  law,  in  respect  to  maritime  hypothecations  is,  in  general,  well 
settled.  The  master  of  the  ship  is  the  confidential  servant  or  agent 
of  the  owners,  and  they  are  bound  to  the  performance  of  all  lawful 
contracts  made  by  him,  relative  to  the  usual  employment  of  the  ship, 
and  the  repairs  and  other  necessaries  furnished  for  her  use.  This 
rule  is  established,  as  well  upon  the  implied  assent  of  the  own- 
ers, as  with  a  view  to  the  convenience  of  the  commercial  world. 
As,  therefore,  the  4iiaster  may  contract  for  repairs  and  supplies,  and 


480.       SUPREME   COURT  OF   THE  UNITED   STATES. 

Tlie  Aurora.    1  W. 

thereby,  indirectly,  bind  the  owners  to  the  value  of  the  ship  and 
freight,  BO,  it  is  held  that  he  may,  for  the  like  purposes,  expressly 
pledge  and  hypothecate  the  ship  and  £reight|  and  thereby  create  a 
direct  lien  on  the  same,  for  the  security  of  the  creditor.  But  the  an- 
thority  of  the  master  is  limited  to  objects  connected  with  the  voyage, 

and,  if  he  transcend  the  prescribed  limits,  Ids  acts  become, 
[  *  103  ]  in  legal  contemplation,  mere  nullities.    Hence,  to  make  *a 

bottomry  bond,  executed  by  the  master,  a  valid  hypotheca- 
tion of  the  ship,  it  must  be  shown  by  the  creditor  that  the  master 
acted  within  the  scope  of  his  authority ;  or,  in  other  words,  it  most 
be  shown  that  the  advances  were  nmde  for  repairs  and  supplies 
necessary  for  effectuating  the  objects  of  the  voyage,  or  the  safety  and 
security  of  the  ship ;  and  no  presumption  should  arise,  that  such 
repairs  and  supplies  could  be  procured  upon  any  reasonable  terms, 
with  the  credit  of  the  owner,  independent  of  such  hypothecatioa 
If^  therefore,  the  master  have  sufficient  funds  of  the  owner,  witiun 
his  control,  or  can  procure  them  upon  the  general  credit  of  the 
owner,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  subject  the  ship  to  the  expensive  and 
disadvantageous  lien  of  an  hypothecatory  instrument. 

Let  us  now,  with  these  principles  in  view,  proceed  to  the  consider- 
ation of  the  validity  of  the  bottomry  bond  executed  at  Port  Jackson, 
which  enters  so  materially  into  the  subsequent  one  executed  at  Cal- 
cutta. This  bond  purports,  on  its  face,  to  have  been  given  for  ad- 
vances, or  supplies,  furnished  for  the  ship's  use,  not  immediately 
before  its  date,  but  at  various  times  and  places ;  and,  from  the  oihst 
evidence  in  the  case,  it  distinctly  appears  that  the  greater  part  was 
furnished  before  and  during  the  voyage  of  discovery  in  which  she 
was  engaged,  under  the  contract  with  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams, 
and  for  their  inmiediate  benefit.  Not  the  slightest  account  is  given 
of  the  earnings  of  the  ship  during  this  long  voyage  of  a  year,  nor 

of  the  terms  or  stipulations  of  the  charter.  This  silence 
[  •  104  ]  would  be  wholly  *  unaccountable  if  it  were  not  in  proo^ 

that  Captain  Smith  was  guilty  of  the  most  shameful  mis- 
conduct, and  either  fraudulently  sacrificed  or  grossly  neglected  the 
interests  of  his  owner. 

The  advances  made  by  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams  do  not  appear 
to  have  been  originally  made  upon  a  stipulation  for  an  hypothecation 
of  the  ship.  On  the  contrary,  there  is  the  strongest  reason  to  believe 
that  they  were  originally  made  upon  the  general  credit  of  the  owner, 
or  master,  or  both*  K  there  had  been  a  stipulation  for  an  hypothe- 
cation, it  must  have  been  carried  into  effect  by  the  parties  on  the  next 
ensuing  voyage ;  and,  as  this  was  not  done,  there  arises  an  almost 
irresistible  presumption,  that  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams  looked  for 
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their  leimbuisemeniB  out  of  the  freight  of  the  voyage  in  which  the 
ship  was  then  engaged  by  them.  If,  indeed,  there  had  been  a  stipu- 
lation, originally,  for  an  hypothecation,  it  must  be  deemed,  in  point 
of  law,  to  have  been  waived  by  the  omission  to  have  had  it  attached 
to  the  first  voyage  then  next  to  be  prosecuted ;  and  the  party  who 
thus  waives  his  right  cannot  be  permitted,  at  a  subsequent  time,  and 
under  a  change  of  circumstances,  to  reinstate  himself  in  his  former 
condition  to  the  injury  of  the  owner.  It  is  said  that  the  ship 
might  have  been  airested  for  these  advances ;  and  that,  in  point  of 
fact,  the  captain  was  put  in  jail  on  account  of  debts  contracted  for 
the  ship,  and  was  relieved  from  imprisonment  by  Messrs.  Lord  and 
Williams.  That  Captain  Smith  was  imprisoned  on  account  of  some 
debts  appears  in  the  evidence,  but  it  is  by  no  means  cl6ar  . 
that  these  *  debts  were  contracted  for  the  use  of  the  ship.  [  *105  ] 
The  presumption  is  repelled  by  the  consideration  that  the 
necessaries  and  supplies  are  expressly  stated  in  the  bond  to  have  been 
furnished  by  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams ;  and  the  only  other  creditcnrs 
who  are  alleged  to  have  famished  stores,  are  admitted  not  to  have 
instituted  any  suits.  It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  material  men,  and 
others,  who  famish  supplies  to  a  foreign  ship,  have  a  lien  on  the  ship, 
and  may  proceed  in  Ihe  admiralty  to  enforce  that  right  And  it 
must  be  admitted  that,  in  such  a  case,  a  bond  fide  creditor,  who 
advances  his '  money  to  relieve  the  ship  from  an  actual  arrest  on 
account  of  such  debts,  may  stipulate  for  a  bottomry  interest,  and  the 
necessity  of  the  occasion  will  justify  the  master  in  giving  it,  if  he 
had  no  other  sufficient  funds,  or  credit,  to  redeem  the  ship  from  such 
arrest.  But  it  would  be  too  much  to  hold,  as  was  contended  for  by 
the  counsel  for  the  appellants,  that  a  mere  threat  to  arrest  the  ship, 
for  a  preexisting  debt,  would  be  a  sufficient  necessity  to  justify  the 
master  in  giving  a  bottomry  interest,  since  it  might  be  an  idle  threat, 
which  the  creditor  might  never  enforce ;  and  until  enforced,  the  peril 
would  not  act  upon  the  ship  itselL  And  even  supposing  a  just  debt 
might,  in  such  a  case,  be  a  valid  consideration  to  sustain  a  bottomry 
interest  in  favor  of  a  third  person,  such  an  effect  never  could  be  at- 
tributed to  a  debt  manifestiy  founded  in  fraud  or  injustice.  Nor  does 
it  by  any  means  follow,  because  a  debt  sought  to  be  enforced  by  an 
arrest  of  the  ship,  might  uphold  an  hypothecation  in  favor 
of  a  third  person,  that  a  general  creditor  would  be  *  entitied  [  *  106  J 
to  acquire  a  like  interest  It  would  seem  against  the  policy 
of  the  law  to  permit  a  party,  in  this  manner,  to  obtain  advantages 
from  his  contract  for  which  he  had  not  originally  stipulated.  It 
would  hold  out  temptations  to  fraud  and  imposition,  and  enable  cred- 
itors  to  practise  gross  oppressions,  against  which  even  the  vigilance 
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and  good  jhith  of  an  intelligent  master  might  not  always  be  a  suffi- 
cient safegaard  in  a  foreign  conntry. 

These  are  not  the  only  difficnlties  which  press  npon  the  claim  of 
Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams.  The  terms  of  the  charter-party,  entered 
into  by  them  on  the  voyage  to  Calcutta,  as  well  as  on  the  YojVLge  of 
discovery,  are  nowhere  explained.  It  was  certainly  their  duty,  in  the 
first  instance,  to  apply  the  freight  in  their  hands,  earned  in  these  voy- 
ages, to  the  discharge  of  the  debt  dne  to  them  for  advances.  What 
was  the  amount  of  this  freight,  and  what  was  the  manner  in  which 
it  was  to  hfi  paid,  and  how,  in  fact,  it  was  paid  or  appropriated,  are 
inquiries  which  have  never  been  answered.  These  inquiries  are  at 
aU  times,  and  in  all  cases,  important,  but  are  emphatically  so  in  a  case 
where  there  is  but  too  much  reason  to  suspect  that  the  interests  of 
the  owner  were  wilfdlly  abandoned  by  the  fraud  or  the  folly  of  the 
master. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  creditor  who  claims  an  hypothecation,  to 
prove  the  actual  existence  of  the  necessity  of  those  things  which  give 
rise  to  his  demand ;  and  if,  from  his  own  showing,  or  otherwise,  it 
appears  that  he  has  had  funds  of  the  owners  in  his  posses- 
[  •  107  ]  sion  which  might  have  been  applied  to  the  *  demand,  and 
he  has  neglected  or  refused  so  to  do,  he  must  fail  in  his 
claim.  So,  if  various  demands  are  mixed  up  in  his  bond,  some  of 
which  would  sustain  an  hypothecation  and  some  not,  it  is  his  duty 
so  to  exhibit  them  to  the  court  that  they  may  be  separately  weighed 
and  considered.  And  it  would  be  perilous,  indeed,  if  a  court  were 
called  upon  to  grope  its  way  through  the  darkness  and  intricacies  of 
a  long  account,  without  a  guide,  and  decide  upon  the  interests  of  the 
ship-owner  by  obscure  and  doubtful  lights  which  here  and  there  might 
cross  the  path. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  bottomry 
bond  of  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams  cannot  be  sustained  as  a  valid 
hypothecation,  npon  the  proofs  now  before  the  court  It  appears  to 
have  been  founded,  to  a  very  large  amount.  Upon  advances  made  by 
Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams,  in  previous  voyages ;  and  if  some  po^ 
tion  of  the  debt  might  have  been  iirmiediately  applicable  to  the  ne- 
cessities of  the  ship  at  the  time  of  the  voyage  to  Calcutta,  that  portion 
is  not  distinctiy  shown,  and  no  reason  as  yet  appears  why  the  freight 
in  their  hands,  if  the  transactions  were  bond  fide j  might  not  have  been 
applied  in  discharge  of  these  necessities. 

As  the  bottomry  bond  of  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams  has  not  been 
established,  the  subsequent  bottomry  bond  executed  at  Calcutta,  so 
far  as  it  includes  and  covers  the  sum  due  on  the  first  bond,  cannot  be 
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sastainecL     The  plaintiffs,  in  this  respect,  can  claim  only  as  the  virtual 
assignees  of  Messrs.  Lord  and  Williams,  with  the  assent  of  the  mas- 
ter, and  the  same  defects  which  infected  the  original  title 
pass  along  *  with  the  muniments  of  that  title  under  the  as-  [  *  108  ] 
signment. 

And  this  observation  leads  to  the  consideration  of  the  validity  of 
the  bottomry  bond  executed  at  Calcutta,  as  to  the  sum  remaining, 
after  deducting  the  amount  of  the  first  bond.  Notwithstanding  some 
obscurity  in  the  testimony,  it  must  be  taken  as  true,  firom  the  express 
acknowledgments  of  Captain  Smith,  that  the  whole  sum  expended 
in  repairs  and  supplies  of  the  ship  in  Calcutta,  including  the  sum  of 
ten  thousand  seven  hundred  and  thirteen  sicca  rupees,  paid  on  ac- 
count of  the  first  bottomry  bond,  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  eighteen 
thousand  sicca  rupees.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  a  sum,  a  little  more 
than  six  thousand  rupees,  was  expended  in  these  supplies  and  repairs. 
By  their  charter-party  with  the  master,  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  pay  an 
advance  freight  to  Captain  Smith  of  twelve  thousand  sicca  rupees,  for 
the  voyage  to  Philadelphia.  There  was,  therefore,  within  their  own 
knowledge,  an  ample  fund  provided  for  all  the  repairs  and  supplied 
necessary  for  the  voyage ;  and  this  fund  absolutely  within  their  ovm 
control,  if  they  were  disposed  to  act  for  the  interest  of  the  owners, 
instead  of  lending  their  aid  still  further  to  involve  them  in  difficulty 
and  distress.  There  is,  therefore,  but  too  much  reason  to  believe, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  unwilling  to  derive  undue  advantages 
from  the  intemperance  and  negligence  of  the  master,  whatever  might 
be  the  sacrifices  brought  upon  the  owners.  The  plaintiiis  expressly 
stipulated,  in  their  charter-party,  for  the  right  to  appoint  a 
new  master  for  the  voyage,  *  obviously  from  a  total  want  of  [  •109  J 
confidence  in  Captain  Smith.  They  would  not  even  suffer 
the  repairs  and  loading  of  the  ship  to  be  made,  except  under  a  mas- 
ter specially  in  their  own  confidence.  They  retained  Captain  Smith 
in  the  nominal  command  of  the  ship,  until  all  their  own  purposes 
were  answered,  and  then  discarded  him  with  as  littie  ceremony  as 
any  indifferent  personage.  Yet,  at  the  very  moment  that  they  were 
withdrawing  their  whole  confidence  from  him,  they  advanced  the 
whole  fireight  of  the  voyage,  to  be  applied,  at  his  own  pleasure,  to  any 
objects  disconnected  with  the  voyage.  They  could  not  be  ignorant, 
that  the  master  was  not  about  to  return  to  the  home  of  the  owner, 
and  that  the  ship  was;  and  the  argument  which  imputes  to  them  a 
collusive  combination  with  the  master,  is  certainly  not  without  con- 
siderable weight.  At  all  events,  here  funds  are  shown  to  exist  suffi- 
cient to  meet  the  necessities  of  the  ship,  and,  consequently,  a  resort 
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to  the  extraordinary  expedient  of  an  hypothecation  was  not  justified 
in  point  of  law. 

On  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  conrt^  that  the  decree  of  tile 
circmt  court  ought  to  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Decree  affirmed. 

5  H.  441 ;  6  H.  844. 


-♦■ 


{*112]  *  The  Venus.   Jademerowsky,  Claimant 

1  W.  112* 
A  ciM  of  farther  pioof • 

Appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Geor- 
gia* 

[  *  113  ]      *  Charletonj  for  the  appellant  and  claimant,  offered  to  read 
affidavits  in  the  nature  of  further  proofl 

Story,  J.  Until  the  cause  is  heard,  further  proof  cannot  be 
admitted. 

Marshall,  C.  J.  If,  upon  the  opening,  it  appears  to  be  a  case  for 
further  proof,  then  it  may  be  admitted  instantery  unless,  indeed,  the 
court  should  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  captors  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  produce  further  proof  also.  The  cause  is  before  us,  as  if  in  the 
inferior  court 

CharleUm.  We  contend  that  it  is  a  case  entitled  to  further  proof, 
and  that  there  is  no  circumstance  of  firaud  or  mala  fides  to  pr^ude 
it 

The  Attorney' Oeneraly  contra. 

Pinkneyy  in  reply. 

[  *  115]     *  The  cause  was  ordered  to  farther  proof,  on  the  part  of  the 
captors  and  claimants. 

5  W.  127. 
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Preston  v.  Browdeil 

1  W.  115. 

The  Act  of  Assembly  of  North  Carolina,  of  November,  1777,  establishing  offices  for  reoeiv-/^.  /y'T^ 
ing  entries  of  claims  for  Unds  in  the  several  counties  of  the  State,  did  not  anthorize  entries  ^ff^  6  7^/" 
for  lands  within  the  Indian  boundary,  as  defined  by  the  treaty  of  the  Long  Island  of  ^ /     ^    ^ 
Holston,  of  the  20th  of  July,  1777.    The  act  of  April,  1778,  is  a  legislative  declaration^^  ^ 
explaining  and  amending  the  former  act,  and  no  title  is  acquired  by  an  entry  contrary  to  ^ 

these  laws. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  East  Tennessee.  This 
was  an  action  of  ejectment  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  in 
that  court  On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintiff  produced 
and  read  in  evidence  an  entry  made  on  the  25th  of  *  Feb-  [  *  116  ] 
raaryy  1778,  in  the  name  of  Ephraim  Dunlap,  for  400  acres 
of  land,  in  the  point  between  Tennessee  and  Holston  Rivers.  Also, 
a  grant  to  said  Dunlap,  issued  in  virtue  of,  and  founded  upon,  said 
entry,  under  the  great  seal  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  dated  the 
29th  of  July,  1793 ;  which  grant  was  duly  registered.  The  plaintiff 
also  produced,  and  read  in  evidence,  a  deed  of  conveyance,  with  the 
certificates  of  probate  and  registration  indorsed,  from  Dunlap,  the 
grantee,  to  John  Rhea.  Also,  a  deed  of  conveyance  from  said  Rhea 
to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  It  was  also  proved,  that  the  land  lies 
within  the  boundaries  of  what  was  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  at 
the  time  of  making  said  entry,  and  within  the  county  of  Washing- 
ton ;  likewise,  within  the  territory  ceded  by  the  State  of  North  Caro- 
lina to  the  United  States,  in  1789,  and  within  the  now  county  of 
Blount,  in  the  district  of  East  Tennessee ;  that  it  lies  on  the  south 
side  of  Holston  Biver,  and  between  Big  Pigeon  and  Tennessee  River, 
and  west  of  a  line  described  in  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  North  Carolina,  passed  in  April,  1778,  c  3. 
Also,  within  the  tract  of  country  secured  to  the  Indians  in  1791,  by 
the  treaty  of  Holston,  and  that  the  Indian  title  thereto  was  relin- 
quished in  1798,  by  the  treaty  of  Tellico.  The  defendant  produced 
and  gave  in  evidence,  a  grant  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  to  him- 
self, made  out  and  authenticated  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
laws  of  Tennessee,  and  dated  the  18th  of  May,  1810,  which  covers 
and  includes  the  whole  of  the  land  in  his  possession,  and  for 
which  this  suit  was  brought  The  *  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  [  *  117  J 
moved  the  court  to  charge  and  instruct  the  jury,  "  that  an 
entry  was  actually  made  with  the  entry  taker  of  Washington  county, 

41* 
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within  which  the  land  lay;  that  the  entry  was  evidence  tibat  the  con- 
Edderation  money  was  paid  as  required  by  law;  that  paying  the 
consideration  money,  and  making  the  entry,  created  a  contract  be- 
tween the  State  of  North  Carolina  and  the  said  Danlap,  which 
vested  a  right  in  him  to  the  land  in  dispute,  and  that  it  was  not  in 
the  power  of  the  legislature,  at  a  subsequent  period,  to  destroy  the 
right  thus  vested,  or  rescind  said  contract,  without  the  consent  of  the 
said  Dunlap.  That  having  the  same  land  afterwards  surveyed  and 
granted,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  North  Carolina, 
vested  in  the  said  Dunlap  and  his  heirs  complete  title,  both  at 
law  and  in  equity ;  and  that  the  conveyance  from  Dunlap  to  Bhea, 
and  from  Rhea  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  vested  a  complete  legal 
"title  in  him,  and,  therefore,  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict."  "Which 
charge  and  instruction  the  court  refused  to  give  to  the  jury ;  but  on 
the  contrary,  charged  and  instructed  them,  "that  the  said  entry  and 
grant  were  both  null  and  void,  and  vested  no  title  whatever  in  the 
said  Dunlap,  because,  at  the  time  of  making  said  entry,  and  obtain^ 
ing  said  grant,  the  land  included  therein  lay  in  a  part  of  the  country 
where  the  laws  of  North  Carolina  had  not  authorized  their  ofiScers 
to  permit  lands  to  be  entered,  or  to  issue  grants  therefor ;  and 

although  the  entry  and  gmnt  might  have  been  made  in  the 
{  *  118  ]  form  required  •by  law,  yet  no  interest  whatever  passed  from 

the  State  of  North  Carolina  to  Dunlap  thereby,  and,  there- 
fore, they  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  tiie  defendant"  A  verdict  wa« 
rendered  accordingly,  and  a  judgment  pronounced  thereon.  To  which 
charge  and  instruction  the  plaintifPs  counsel  excepted,  and  the  canse 
was  brought  into  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

Key,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Pickens  and  Jones,  contriL 

[  •  121  ]  •  Todd,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and,  afttt 
stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  foHows :  — ^ 

The  question  now  to  be  decided  by  the  court  is,  whether  4c 
charge  and  instructions  required  by  the  plaintifi^s  counsel  ought  to 
have  been  given,  and  whether  the  one  given  was  cooeci 

In  the  construction  of  the  statutory  or  local  laws  of  a  State,  it  is 
frequently  necessary  to  recur  to  the  history  and  situation  of  the 
country,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  reason,  as  well  as  the  meaning,  of 
many  of  the  provisions  in  them,  to  enable  a  court  to  apply,  vrith 
propriety,  the  different  rules  for  construing  statutes.  It  will  be  fonnd, 
by  a  recurrence  to  the  history  of  North  Carolina,  at  the  time  of 
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passing  this  act,  thA  she  had,  but  a  short  time  before,  shaken  off  her 
colonial  govemment,  and  assmned  a  sovereign,  independent  one  of 
her  own  choice;  that,  during  liie  colonial  system,  by  instructionB 
and  {HToclamations  of  the  governor,  the  citizens  were  restrained  and 
prohibited  from  extending  their  settlements  to  the  westward,  so  as 
to  efacroach  on  lands  set  apart  for  the  Indian  tribes;  that  these 
encroachments  had  produced  hostilities ;  and  that,  on  the  20th  of 
July,  1777,  a  treaty  of  peace  had  been  concluded  at  Fort  Henry,  on 
Holston  River,  near  Long  Island,  between  commissioners  from  the 
State  of  North  Carolina,  and  the  chiefs  of  that  part  of  the  Cherokee 
nation  called  the  Overhill  Indians;  and  that  a  boundary 
between  the  State  and  the  said  Indians  was  'established.  [  *  122  ] 
When  the  legislature  of  North  Carolina  were  passing  the 
act  of  November,  1777,  establishing  oflGices  for  receiving  entries  of 
daims  for  lands  in  the  several  counties  within  the  State,  it  is 
improbable  that  the  foregoing  circumstances  were  not  contemjdated 
by  them ;  and  hence  must  have  arisen  the  restriction  in  the  act,  as 
to  lands  <^  which  have  accrued,  or  shall  accrue,  to  this  State,  by . 
treaty  or  conquest.''  If  this  be  not  the  ground  or  reason  of  the 
provision,  it  will  be  difficult  to  find  one  on  which  it  can  operate.  It 
may  be  asked,  where  was  the  land  which  was  to  accrue  by  treaty  or 
conquest,  if  not  within  the  chartered  limits  of  that  State  ?  If  it 
was  in  a  foreign  country,  or  firom  a  sister  State,  the  restriction  was 
unnecessary,  because,  in  either  case,  it  was  not  within  the  limits 
of  any  county  within  that  State,  and,  of  course,  not  subject  to  be 
entered  for.  The  restriction  must  apply,  then,  to  lands  within  the 
chartered  limits  of  the  State,  which  it  contemplated  would  be 
acquired,  by  treaty  or  conquest,  from  the  Indian  tribes,  for  none 
other  can  be  imagined.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  thi^t  the  legislature 
intended,  so  shortly  after  making  the  treaty,  to  violate  it,  by  permits 
ting  entries  to  be  made  west  of  the  line  fixed  by  the  treaty.  From 
the  preamble  of  the  act,  as  well  as  other  parts  of  it,  it  is  clearly 
discernible  that  the  legislature  intended  '^  to  parcel  out  their  vacant 
lands  to  industrious  people,  for  the  settlement  thereof,  and  increasing 
the  strength  and  number  of  the  people  of  the  country,  and  affording  a 
comfortable  and  easy  subsistence  for  families."  Would  these 
objects  be  attained  by  permitting  settlements  *  encroaching  [  *  123  ] 
on  the  lands 'lately  set  apart,  by  treaty,  for  the  use  of  the 
Indian  tribes?  by  provoking  hostilities  with  these  tribes,  and  diminish- 
ing the  strength  of  the  country  by  a  cruel,  unnecessary,  and  unprofita- 
ble warfsure  with  them  ?  Surely  not  However  broad  and  extensive  the 
words  of  the  act  may  be,  authorizing  the  entry  takers  of  any  county 
to  receive  claims  for  any  lands  lying  in  such  county,  under  certain 
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restrictions,  yet,  from  the  whole  context  of  the^act,  the  legislative 
intention,  to  prohibit  and  restrict  entries  from  being  made  on  lands 
reserved  for  Indian  tribes,  may  be  discerned.  And  this  constraction 
is  fortified  and  supported  by  the  act  of  April,  1778,  passed  to  amend 
and  explain  the  act  of  November,  1777 ;  the  5th  section  of  which 
expressly  forbids  the  entering  or  surveying  any  lands  within  the 
Indian  hunting-grounds,  recognizes  the  western  boundary  as  fixed 
by  the  above-mentioned  treaty,  and  declares  void  all  entries  and 
surveys  which  have  been  or  shall  thereafter  be  made  within  the 
Indian  boundary. 

It  is  objected,  that  the  act  of  April,  1778,  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
entries  made  before  its  passage,  is  unconstitutional  and  void 

If  the  reasoning  in  the  previous  part  of  this  opinion  be  conect, 
that  objection  is  not  well  founded.  That  reasoning  is  founded  upon 
the  act  of  1777,  and  the  history  and  situation  of  the  country  at  tiiat 
time.  The  act  of  1778  is  referred  to,  as  a  legislative  dedaration, 
explaining  and  amending  the  act  of  1777.  It  is  argued  that  there  is 
no  recital  in  the  act  of  1778,  declaring  that  the  act  of  ,1777 
[  *  124  ]  had  been  misconstrued  *or  mistaken  by  the  citizens  of  the 
State ;  or,  that  entries  had  been  made  on  lands,  contrary  to 
the  meaning  and  intention  of  that  act ;  and,  that  the  5th  section  is 
an  exercise  of  legislative  will,  declaring  null  and  void  rights  which 
had  been  acquired  under  a  previous  law.  Although  the  legislatnre 
may  not  have  made  the  recital  and  declaration  in  the  precise  terms 
mentioned,  nor  used  the  most  appropriate  expressions  to  communi- 
cate their  meaning,  yet  it  will  be  seen,  by  a  careful  perusal  of  the 
act,,  that  they  profess  to  explain,  as  well  as  to  amend,  liie  act  of  1777. 
Upon  a  full  review  of  all  the  acts  of  the  legislature  of  North  Caro- 
lina^ respecting  the  manner  of  appropriating  their  vacant  lands,  and 
construing  them  in  pari  mcUeria^  there  is  a  uniform  intention  mani- 
fested, to  prohibit  and  restrict  entries  from  being  made  on  lands 
included  within  the  Indian  boundaries.  Therefore,  this  court  unani- 
mously affirms  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court,  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

1  W.  155  }  9  W.  673. 
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•The  Astrea,  [•12S] 

1  W.  125. 

An  enemy'f  yessel  was  captured  bj  a  privateer,  recaptared  by  another  enemy's  vessel,  and 
again  recaptared  by  anodier  prirateer,  and  brought  in  for  adjudication.  It  was  held  that 
the  prise  rested  in  the  last  captor. 

An  interest  acquired  in  war,  by  possession,  is  devested  by  the  loss  of  possession. 

Appeal  firom  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Georgia.  This 
was  as  an  enemy's  vessel,  captured  by  the  privateer  Ultor,  in  sight 
of  Surinam,  on  tiie  17th  of  May,  1813 ;  and  on  the  13th  of  June, 
1813,  recaptured  by  an  enemy's  vessel  of  war,  about  two  leagues 
from  the  coast  of  Georgia,  and,  on  the  same  day,  recaptured  by  the 
privateer  Midas,  and  brought  into  the  port  of  Savannah,  for  adjudica- 
tion. The  prize  was  adjudged  to  the  last  captors,  by  the  decree  of 
the  court  below,  firom  which  the  first  captors  appealed  to  this  court. 

CharleUmy  for  the  appellants. 

Blarper^  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

Marshall,  C.  J.    An  interest  acquired  by  possession,  is  devested 
by  the  loss  of  possession,  firom  the  very  nature  of  a  title 
acquired  in  war.     The  law  of  *  our  own  country,  as  to  [  *  128  ] 
salvage,  settles  the  question,  and  the  case  of  The  Adven- 
ture^ is  directly  in  point  and  conclusive. 

Sentence  of  the  circuit  court  affirmed. 


♦Matson  v.  Hobd.  [•180] 

1  W.  180. 

The  law  of  Eentocky  requires,  in  the  location  of  warrants  for  land,  some  general  descrip- 
tion designating  the  place  where  the  particular  object  is  to  be  found,  and  a  description  of 
the  particular  object  itself. 

The  general  description  must  be  such  as  will  enable  a  person  intending  to  locate  the  adjacent 
residuum,  and  using  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  to  find  the  object  mentioned  in  that 
particular  place,  and  avoid  the  land  already  located. 

18C.221. 
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If  the  description  will  fit  another  place  better,  or  equally  well,  it  is  defectiTe. 

"•  The  Hanter  8  Trace,  leading  from  Biyanf  s  Station  over  to  iJie  waters  of  Hinkston,  on  the 

dividing  ridge  between  the  waters  of  Hinkston  and  the  waters  of  Elkhom,"  is  a  defectiTe 

description,  and  will  not  sustain  the  entry. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  in  chancery  in  the  drcoit  court  of 
Kentucky. 

Bughes  and  Talbot^  for  the  appellants. 

Blardin^  for  the  respondents. 

[  *  131  ]  *  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt^  as 
follows:  — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  of  Kentucky, 
by  which  the  plaintiff's  bill  was  dismissed. 

The  object  of  the  suit  is  to  enjoin  the  proceedings  of  the  defend- 
ant at  law,  and  to  obtain  from  him  a  conveyance  for  so  much  of  the 
land  contained  in  his  patent  as  interferes  with  the  entry  and  survey 
made  by  the  plaintifil 

The  plaintiif  claims  by  virtue  of  an  entry  made  on  the  17th  of 
January,  1784,  the  material  part  of  which  is  set  forth  in  tiie  bill  in 
these  words :  ^  Richard  Masterson  enters  22,277  and  a  half  acres  of 
land,  on  treasury  warrant  No.  19,455,  to  be  laid  off  in  a  parallelogram 
twice  as  long  as  wide,  to  include  a  mulberry-tree  marked  thus,  <  F,' 
and  two  hickories,  with  four  chops  in  each,  to  include  the  said  three 
marked  trees  near  the  centre  thereof;  the  said  trees  standing  near 
the  Hunter's  Trace,  leading  from  Bryant's  Station  over  to  the  waters 
of  Hinkston,  on  the  dividing  ridge  between  the  waters  of  Hinkston 
and  the  waters  of  Elkhom."  This  entry  has  been  surveyed,  he 
states,  according  to  location,  and  that  part  of  it  which  covers  the 
land  in  controversy  has  been  assigned  to  him. 

The  validity  of  this  entry  constitutes  the  most  essential  point  in 
the  present  controversy.  If  it  cannot  be  sustained,  there  is 
[  *  132  ]  an  end  of  the  plaintiff's  title ;  *  if  it  can,  other  points  arise 
in  the  case  which  must  be  decided. 

This  question  depends  on  the  construction  of  that  clause  in  the 
land  law,  which  requires  that  warrants  shall  be  located  so  specially 
and  precisely,  as  that  others  may  be  enabled,  with  certainty,  to  locate 
other  warrants  on  the  adjacent  residuum. 

In  the  construction  of  an  act  so  interesting  to  the  people  of  Ken- 
tucky, it  is  of  vital  importance  that  principles  be  adhered  to  with 
care,  and  that  as  much  uniformity  as  is  practicable  be  observed  in 
judicial  decisions.     This  court  has  ever  sought,  with  solicitude,  for 
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the  troe  spirit  of  the  law,  as  settled  in  the  state  tribunals,  and  has 
confonned  its  judgments  to  the  rules  of  those  tribunals,  whenever  it 
has  been  able  to  find  them  established. 

In  the  cases  which  have  been,  on  different  occasions,  examined, 
that  absolute  certainty  which  would  remove  every  doubt  from  the 
mind  of  a  subsequent  locator,  appears  never  to  have  been  required^ 
The  courts  of  Kentucky  have  viewed  locations  with  that  indulgence 
-which  the  state  of  the  country,  and  the  general  character  of  those 
-who  first  explored  and  settled  it,  would  seem  to  justify;  and  have 
required  only  that  reasonable  certainty  which  was  attainable  in  such 
a  country,  and  might  be  expected  from  such  men  as  were  necessarily 
employed.  The  effort  has  been  to  sustain  rather  than  to  avoid 
entries ;  and,  although  the  motives  which  led  to  this  course  of  adju- 
dication are  inapplicable  to  late  entries,  made  on  land  supposed  to 
be  previously  appropriated,  yet  it  is  not  understood  that 
different  rules  of  construction  *have  ever  been  applied  to  [  *  133  ] 
entries  of  different  dates. 

By  these  rules,  a  certainty-  to  a  common  intent,  a  description 
which  will  not  mislead  a  subsequent  locator,  which  will  conduct  him, 
if  he  uses  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  to  the  place  where  the 
objects  are  to  be  found,  will  satisfy  the  law,  and  sustain  the  entry ; 
but  such  a  certainty  must  exist,  or  the  entry  cannot  be  sustained. 

A  location  usually  consists  of  some  general  description  which 
designates  the  place  in  which  the  particular  object  is  to  be  found, 
and  of  a^  description  of  the  particular  object  itself.  The  general 
description  must  be  such  as  would  enable  a  man  intending  to  locate 
the  adjacent  residuum,  by  making  those  inquiries  which  would  be  in 
hij9  power,  and  which  he  would  naturally  make,  to  know  the  place 
in  which  he  was  to  search  for  the  particular  or  locative  call,  so  nearly, 
that,  by  a  reasonable  search,  he  might  find  the  object  mentioned  in 
that  particular  or  locative  call,  and  avoid  the  land  located.  If  the 
description  will  fit  a  different  place  better,  or  equally  well,  it  is  too 
defective,  because,  if  it  does  not  mislead  the  subsequent  locator,  it 
leaves  him  in  doubt  where  to  search. 

The  general  description  in  this  case  is,  "  The  Hunter's  Trace, 
leading  from  Bryant's  Station  over  to  the  waters  of  Hinkston,  on 
the  dividing  ridge  between  the  waters  of  Hinkston  and  the  waters 
of  Elkhom." 

Will  this  description  designate  the  place  in  which  the  trees  called 
for  in  the  location  are  to  be  found  ? 

•  Bryanf  s  Station  is  a  fixed  place  of  public  notoriety.    It  [  *  134  ] 
is  on  the  great  road  leading  from  Lexington  to  Limestone, 
on  the  Ohio,  which  road  crosses  the  dividing  ridge  between  the 
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waters  of  Elkhom  and  Ldcking,  which  ifl  the  ridge  mentiooed  in 
Masterson'fl  entry.  This  road  had  been  travelled  by  hontersy  but 
seems  to  have  been  known  by  the  name  of  the  Blue  Lick,  or  Bnffido 
Trace,  and  not  by  the  name  of  the  Hunter's  Trace. 

A  trace  which  was,  at  the  time,  called  the  Hunter's  Trace,  leaves 
this  great  road  at  Bryant's  Station,  and  jvoceeds  in  a  direction  west 
of  north,  until  it  crosses  North  Elkhom,  where  it  divides :  the  left 
hand,  or  more  western  trace,  after  entering  a  road  leading  firom  Lex* 
ington  to  Biddle's  Station,  on  Licking,  or  that  branch  of  Licking 
called  Hinkston,  crosses  the  dividing  ridge  about  the  head  waters  of 
a  creek  now  called  Townsend,  which  empties  into  the  stream  running 
by  Biddle's  Station  a  litUe  above  that  station.  This  creek  was,  in 
the  year  1784,  known  by  the  name  of  Hinkston  Creek,  or,  perhaps^ 
Hinkston's  Mill  Creek. 

The  right,  or  more  eastern  fork,  again  divides  nearly  two  miles 
before  it  reaches  the  dividing  ridge.  Each  of  these  tmces  crosses 
the  dividing  ridge  to  the  head  waters  of  Cooper's  Bun,  which  emptier 
into  Stoner's  Fork.  The  more  eastern  of  them  crosses  ^  Stoner's 
Foris,  and,  passing  Mastin's  Station,  terminates  very  near  that  place. 
Cooper's  Bun  empties  into  Stoner's  Fork,  which  either  empties  into 
Hinkston,  and  then  passing  by  Biddle's  StatioA,  empties 
[  *  135  ]  into  Licking;  or,  uniting  with  Hinkston,  forms  the  *  south 
fork  of  Licking,  and  passes  Biddle's  Station  with  that 
name.  The  river,  fix)m  the  junction  between  Stoner  and  Hinkston, 
seems  to  have  been  known  both  by  the  name  of  the  Souths  Fork  and 
of  Hinkston's  Fork. 

All  these  traces  were,  in  fact,  hunters'  traces ;  but  each  of  tiiem, 
except  that  leading  to  Mastin's  Station,  was  distinguished  by  some 
name  peculiar  to  itself^  generally  by  the  station  or  place  to  which  it 
led,  as  Biddle's  Trace,  the  Blue  Lick  Trace,  &c. ;  and  no  one  of 
them,  except  that  leading  to  Mastin's,  was  notoriously  and  preemi- 
nently called  "  The  Hunter's  Trace."  There  is  some  testimony  that 
this  was  also  known  by  the  name  of  Mastin's  Trace ;  but  the  great 
mass  of  testimony  in  the  cause  proves,  incontrovertibly,  that  this 
trace  was  known  and  distinguished,  generally  by  the  peculiar  appel- 
lation of  <<  The  Hunter's  Trace."  It  is  on  thh  trace  that  the  location 
was  made. 

The  Hunter's  Trace,  then,  used  in  such  a  manner  as  to  satisfy 
those  interested  in  the  inquiry,  that  it  was  intended  to  be  employed 
as  the  name  of  some  particular  trace,  would  have  been  considered  as 
designating  the  trace  leading  from  Bryant's  to  Mastin's  Station,  and 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  show  that  the  lands  located  by  Mas- 
terson  were  on  that  tmce.    Had  no  further  description  of  it  been 
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attempted)  but  the  trees  called  for  had  been  said  to  stand  on  the 
**  Hunter's  Trace,"  where  it  crosses  the  dividing  ridge  between  the 
iseaters  of  Hinkston  and  Elkhorn,  it  would  have  been  clear  that  the 
trace  was  referred  fb  by  its  name  of  greatest  notoriety,  by 
ft  name  *  which  no  other  trace  received ;  and,  both  the  trace  [  *  136  ] 
and  the  part  of  the  trace  where  the  objects  specially  called 
for  must  be  found,  would  have  been  designated  with  sufficient  cer- 
tainty. There  is  no  evidence  in  this  cause,  nor  is  the  court  apprized 
tiiat  any  other  trace,  distinguished  as  ^  The  Hunter's  Trace,"  led 
from  any  other  place  than  Bryanf  s  Station,  over  the  dividing  ridge 
between  the  waters  of  Elkhorn  and  Hinkston,  and,  consequently,  a 
reference  to  this  trace,  by  its  name,  was  all  that  was  necessary  for 
its  designation,  and  would  have  designated  it  most  unequivocally. 
But  a  further  description  has  been  attempted,  and  this  has  product 
the  difficulty  felt  in  deciding  this  cause. 

It  will  not  be  pretended,  that  the  locator  was  confined  to  this 
reference  to  the  name,  or  might  not  add  to  the  description,  and  make 
it  more  minute ;  but  if,  in  doing  so,  he  has  destroyed  its  certainty,  if 
he  has  created  doubts  with  respect  to  the  trace  intended,  which  may 
mislead  subsequent  locators,  the  validity  of  his  location  becomes 
questionable. 

The  words  added  to  "  The  Hunter's  Trace  "  are,  "  leading  from 
Bryant's  Station  over  to  the  waters  of  Hinkston." 

These  words  are  not  unmeaning,  nor  does  the  court  feel  itself 
authorized  to  reject  them  as  surplusage ;  nor  do  they  form  any  part 
of  the  name  of  liie  trace.  Why,  then,  are  they  introduced  ?  Subse- 
quent locators  might  consider  them  as  explanatory  of  the  words 
•*  Hunter's  Trace."  If  they  are  so  explanatory,  there  is,  certainly, 
much  plausibility  afforded  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  locator 
did  not  •  mean  to  refer  to  the  trace  by  its  name ;  for  if  such  [  *  137  ] 
was  his  intention,  (there  being  no  other  trace  of  the  same 
name,)  a  further  description  would  be  unnecessary,  and  a  more  par- 
ticular description  would  be  impossible.  Perplexity  and  confusion 
may  be  introduced,  but  an  object  cannot  be  rendered  more  certain 
than  by  bestowing  on  it  its  particular  and  appropriate  name,  if  that 
name  be  one  of  general  notoriety.  The  court  felt  the  force  of  the 
argument,  that  <^  The  Hunter's  Trace,"  leading  from  Bryant's  Station 
over  to  the  waters  of  Hinkston,  might  be  understood  in  the  same 
sense  with  the  words  **  The  Hunter's  Trace,"  or,  "  that  Hunter's  Trace 
which  leads  from  Bryanf  s  Station  over  to  the  waters  of  Hinkston." 
Understood  in  that  sense,  the  additional  and  explanatory  part  of  the 
description  might  be  considered  as  its  essential  part,  and  might  con- 
trol the  words  •*  The  Hunter's  Trace,"  which,  connected  as  they  are 
VOL.  III.  43 
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in  this  description,  are  not  incapable  of  application  to  other  hnnteis' 
traces,  though  not  usually  designated  by  that  particular  name.  If 
this  were  to  be  received  as  the  true  construction,  there  a^  so  many 
other  traces  leading  across  this  dividing  ridge,  frdkn  Bryant's  Station 
to  the  waters  of  Hinkston,  that  all  pretension  to  certainty,  in  this 
location,  must  be  surrendered. 

On  this  part  of  the  case,  the  court  has  felt  considerable  difficulty ; 
and  it  is  not  without  hesitation,  that  it  has  finally  adopted  the 
opinion,  that  "  The  Hunter's  Trace ''  is  to  be  considered  as  refeiied  to 

by  its  name;  and,  that  the  additional  words,  ^leading 
[  •  138  ]  from  Bryant's  Station  over  to  the  waters  of  Hinkston,"  •are 

nearly  an  affirmation  that  "  The  Hunter's  Trace  "  does  lead 
from  that  station  to  those  waters.  It  leads  to  Stoner's  Fork,  which 
empties  into,  or  unites  with  Hinkston's  Fork,  which  afterwards 
empties  into  the  main  Licking.  These  branches  are,  aU  of  them, 
called  forks  of  Licking,  and,  therefor^,  it  would  seem  to  the  court 
reasonable,  (as  is  indeed  indicated  by  much  of  the  testimony,)  IJiat 
this  ridge  was  rather  considered  as  dividing  the  waters  of  Elkhom 
from  those  of  Licking,  than  from  those  of  Hinkston.  But  Stoner's 
Fork,  to  which  this  trace  leads,  may,  without  impropriety,  be  denomi- 
nated, as  it  sometimes  has  been  denominated,  "the  waters  of 
Hinkston." 

It  cannot  escape  notice,  that  if  this  trace  had  been  designated  as 
that  leading  to  Mastin's  station,  it  would  have  been  freed  from  all 
ambiguity.  But  it  has  been  decided  in  Kentucky,  and  necessarily 
so  decided,  that  a  locator  ought  not  to  be  held  to  the  most  certain 
description  of  which  the  place  is  susceptible.  A  description  which 
distinguishes  it  from  any  other,  although  a  better  or  still  more  cer- 
tain description  might  be  given,  is  all  that  is  required. 

Having,  with  much  difficulty,  ascertained  the  trace,  the  next 
inquiry  is,  on  what  part  of  this  trace  the  land  entered  by  Masterson 
ought  to  lie.  The  location  says,  generally,  "  on  the  dividing  ridge 
between  the  waters  of  Hinkston,  and  the  waters  of  Elkhom."  It  has 
been  objected,  that  neither  the  side  of  the  ridge,  nor  the  side  of  the 
trace,  is  specified ;  and  that,  to  search  both  sides  of  the  ridge  and  of 

the  trace,  is  imposing  an  unreasonable  labor  on  subsequent 
[  •  139  ]  locators.     The  court  does  not  think  so.    *  The  ridge  is  not 

of  such  breadth,  as  to  render  the  securch  on  both  sides  of  the 
trace,  from  the  foot  of  the  ridge  on  one  side,  to  the  foot  of  the  ridge 
on  the  other,  a  very  unreasonable  one.  But  the  trees  must  be  found 
on  the  ridge,  and  a  subsequent  locator  is  not  bound  to  search  for 
them  elsewhere.  The  trees  having,  in  themselves,  no  notoriety,  it  is 
the  more  necessary  that  the  place  on  which  they  stand  should  be 
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correctly  described,  and  so  described  that  persons  interested  in  dis- 
covering them,  might  know  how  to  find  them.  Let  us  then  examine 
the  testimony  to  this  point. 

Richard  Masterson,  who  made  the  location,  proves  the  place  where 
the  trees  stood.  They  are  now  cut  down,  but  a  mulberry  stump 
remains,  which  is  the  stump  of  the  tree  he  marked  as  No.  33,  west 
three  poles  from  a  white  oak,  now  standing.  He  gives  no  (descrip- 
tion of  the  place. 

Henry  Lee  was  with  Masterson,  when  he  marked  the  trees,  and 
saw  him  mark  them.  They  had  been  hunting  on  the  trace  on 
Cooper's  Run ;  and,  on  their  return,  he  says,  ^  on  the  aforesaid  trace, 
or  path,  after  crossing  the  dividing  ridge,  near  a  small  branch  waters 
of  Elkhom,  Richard  Masterson  marked,"  &c.  * 

This  testimony  would  rather  indicate  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
witness,  the  trees  did  not  stand  on  the  ridge. 

Simon  Kenton  describes  the  crooked  oak  mentioned  by  Masteicson 
and  Jay:  "it  does  not  stand  on  the  dividing  ridge."     On  being 
further  interrogated  he  says,   "he  well  believes  that  the 
crooked  oak  stands  on  ground,  which  is  a  spur  of  the  *  divid-  [  *  140  ] 
ing  ridge  which  leads  down  to  the  junction  of  the  branches," 
which  unite  a  small  distance  below  the  mulberry  stump. 

In  the  course  of  his  examination,  this  witness  says,  that  if  he  could 
not  have  found  these  trees  on  the  ridge,  and  had  found  them  where 
they  stood,  he  should  have  taken  them  for  the  trees  called  for  in 
Masterson's  entry ;  but  in  no  part  of  his  testimony  does  he  indicate 
that  he  would  have  searched  for  them  on  the  spur  where  they  stood, 

Zachariah  Easton,  the  surveyor,  gives  a  very  accurate  description 
of  the  place.  The  mulberry  stump  stands  between  two  branches, 
three  poles  from  the  eastern,  thirty  poles  from  the  western,  and  forty- 
one  poles  from  their  junction.  Along  the  trace,  which  crosses  the 
branch  several  times,  the  stump  is  one  hundred  and  ninety  poles  from 
the  top  of  the  ridge.  The  stump  stands,  not  on  the  dividing  ridge 
itself,  but  on  a  spur  of  the  ridge,  which  does  not  continue  along  the 
trace,  but  takes  a  direction  west  thereof,  and  unites  with  the  main 
ridge,  as  would  seem  from  the  plat,  sixty  or  seventy  poles  west  of  the 
pointy  at  which  the  trace  crosses  it. 

Not  a  single  witness  deposes  that  the  stump  is  on  the  ridge. 

No  testimony  has  been  offered  to  the  court  to  induce  the  opinion 
that,  in  Kentucky,  a  spur  of  a  ridge  is  considered  as  the  ridge  itself, 
and  the  contrary  seems  reasonable.  Spurs  sometimes  extend  for 
considerable  distances,  and  are  certainly  distinguishable  from  the 
ridge  from  which  they  project.  If,  in  this  case,  the  trace  had 
led  up  this  spur,  a  subsequent  *  locator  might  have  con-  [  *141,  ] 
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sidered  it  as  a  continuatioii  of  the  ridge.  But  the  tmce  does  not 
lead  up  the  spur.  It  crosses  a  branch  after  passing  the  spur,  and 
then  comes  to  the  ridge.  The  court  is  of  opinion  ^t  subsequent 
locators  could  be  expected  to  continue  their  search  after  reaching  tiie 
foot  of  the  xidge,  and  that  the  description  fails  in  stating  the  maiked 
trees  to  be  on  the  dividing  ridge,  instead  of  stating  them  to  be  on  a 
spur  of  the  dividing  ridge. 

The  decree,  therefore,  dismissing  the  plaintiff's  bill,  is  affirmed 
with  costs. 

Decree  affirmed. 


Taylor  v.  Walton  and  Hundlt. 

1  W.  141. 

A  qaestion  of  fact  respecting  the  validity  of  the  location  of  a  warrant  for  land  under  tlM 

lawB  of  Kentncky. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  in  chancery  in  the  circuit  court  of  Kentudcy. 

Key^  for  the  appellants. 

Talbot  and  Ba/rdin^  for  the  respondents. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
[  •142  ]      •  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  rendered  in  the  circiut 
court  of  Kentucky,  directing  the  appellant  to  convey  to  tiie 
appellees,  lands  lying  within  his  patent,  which  the  appellees  claimed 
by  virtue  of  a  junior  patent. 

In  all  such  cases  the  validity  of  the  entry,  which  is  the  foundation 
of  the  title  of  the  junior  patentee,  is  first  to  be  examined. 

This  entry  was  made  on  the  4th  of  December,  1783,  and  calls  to 
begin  "  in  the  fork  of  Chaplin's  Fork,  and  the  Beech  Fork,  and  to  nm 
thence  up  Beech  Fork  to  the  mouth  of  the  first  large  creek,  which  ia 
called,  &c.,  thence  to  run  up  the  creek,  and  up  Chaplin's  Fork,  till  a 
line,  run  straight  across,  will  include  the  quantity  to  exclude  prior 
legal  claims." 

The  places  called  for,  being  proved  to  have  been  places  of  notoriety, 
which  could  not  be  mistaken,  no  want  of  certainty  can  be  ascribed 
to  this  location,  unless  it  be  produced  by  the  words,  "  to  exclude  prior 
legal  claims."     These  words  are  obviously  attached  to  the  quantity, 
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not  to  the  beginning,  or  to  the  lines  bounded  by  the  creeks.  They 
can  then  affect  only  the  back  line,  which  is  to  extend  from  one  creek 
to  the  other.  The  locator  seems  to  have  supposed  that  this  line 
might  approach  towards,  or  recede  from,  the  point  of  junction  between 
the  two  creeks,  as  the  amount  of  prior  legal  claims  might  require ; 
that  a  location  could  adapt  itself  to  circumstances,  could  assimilate 
itself  to  an  elastic  substance,  and  contract  or  expand,  as  might  secure 
the  quantity  of  land  it  sought  to  appropriate.  In  this  he  was  mis- 
taken. The  boundaries  of  an  entry  must  be  fixed  precisely 
•  by  its  own  terms,  and  cannot  depend  on  previous  appro-  [  *  143  ] 
priation.  So  much  of  this  entry,  therefore,  as  would  so 
extend  the  back  Une  as  to  comprehend,  in  one  event,  more  land  than 
the  quantity  mentioned  in  the  location,  is  utterly  void.  The  back 
line  must  run  as  it  would  run  if  all  the  land  was  vacant  But  it 
would  be  unreasonable  that  this  futile  attempt  to  extend  the  back 
line  further  than  it  is  by  law  extendible,  should  destroy  an  entry,  in 
all  other  respects  certain.  Accordingly,  the  courts  of  Kentucky,  so 
far  as  their  decisions  are  understood,  have  rejected  such  words  as 
surplusage. 

The  entry  of  the  appellees  being  good,  it  obviously  comprehends, 
and  has  been  surveyed  to  comprehend,  the  land  of  the  appellant,  and 
this  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  his  title. 

The  appellant  claims  under  an  entry  made  by  John  Finn,  the  13th 
of  May,  1780,  in  these  words :  "  John  Finn  enters  2,000  acres  of 
land  by  virtue  of  a  treasury  warrant,  on  the  dividing  ridge  between 
Chaplin's  Fork  and  waters  of  the  Beech  Fork,  about  one  and  a  half 
miles  north  of  a  buifalo  lick,  on  a  creek  water  of  the  Beech  Fork, 
about  twenty-five  miles  from  Harrodsburgh,  and  to  extend  east- 
wardly  and  westwardly  for  quantity." 

The  plaintiffs  below  allege,  in  their  bill,  that  this  entry  is  void  on 
account  of  its  uncertainty,  that  the  survey  is  unlawful  and  contrary 
to  the  location,  and,  therefore,  pray  that  the  land  so  surveyed  and 
patented  may  be  conveyed  to  them.  The  circuit  court  determined 
that  the  entry  was  void,  and  decreed  according  to  the  prayer 
of  the  bill  From  this  decree  •the  defendant  has  appesJed  [  *  144  ] 
to  this  court,  and  the  validity  of  Finn's  location  forms  the 
principal  question  in  the  cause. 

The  report  of  the  surveyor,  which  is  found  in  the  record,  is  defec- 
tive and  unsatisfactory.  He  has  neither  placed  Harrodsburgh  nor 
the  dividing  ridge  on  the  plat ;  the  court  is  under  the  necessity  of 
supplying  these  defects,  as  far  as  they  can  be  supplied,  from  other 
testimony  which  appears  in  the  record.  From  that  testimony  it 
appears,  that  the  ridge  must  extend  from  some  point  below  Finn's 

42* 
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entry,  up  the  creek  near  which  it  is  made,  now  called  Long  Lack 
Creek;  and  that  the  trace  leading  up  that  creek  was  a  trace  leading 
from  Cox's  Station  to  Harrodsburgh.  The  inference  seems  inevitable 
that  Harrodsburgh  lay  eastward  from  this  location,  since  the  trace 
leading  up  the  creek  to  Harrodsburgh  took  that  direction*  The  testi- 
mony must  be  understood  as  showing  that  in  going  up  the  Long 
Lick  Creek  you  approach  Harrodsburgh. 

This  is  a  material  fact  in  the  inquiry  we  are  making.  HanKxb> 
burgh  is  admitted  to  have  been  a  place  of  general  notoriety,  as  are 
Chaplin's  Fork,  and  the  creek  called  for  in  Finn's  location.  The 
dividing  ridge  between  Chaplin's  Fork  and  the  waters  of  Beech  Foric 
^  also,  of  necessity,  a  place  of  notoriety,  since  the  waters  it  divides 
are  so. 

The  first  call  of  Finn's  entry  is  for  this  dividing  ridge ;  a  general 

call  for  the  ridge  would  be  certainly  too  vague ;  but  the  land  must 

lie  on  some  part  of  it,  and  we  must  look  to  other  calls  of 

[  *  145  ]  the  entry  to  ascertain  on  what  part     It  is  to  be  about  *  one 

and  a  half  miles  north  of  a  bufialo  lick,  on  a  creek  water  of 

the  Beech  Fork. 

The  question,  whether  this  bujBalo  lick  was,  on  the  13th  of  May, 
1780,  a  place  of  such  notoriety  as  to  instruct  a  subsequent  locate 
how  to  find  Finn's  beginning,  is  one  of  some  doubt  The  degree  of 
proof  which  can  now  be  adduced,  and  ought  now  to  be  required, 
respecting  such  a  fact,  must  be  affected  by  many  circumstances.  The 
contiguity  of  stations,  the  number  of  persons  who  frequented  that 
particular  part  of  the  country,  and,  above  all,  the  lapse  of  time,  will 
have  their  influence. 

.  Richard^  Stephens  deposes  that  he  had  travelled  Fowell's  Trace, 
which  leads  up  the  Long  Lick  Fork,  three  times ;  understood  there 
was  a  lick  at  the  place,  and  thinks  he  was  at  it,  but  was  not  much 
acquainted  with  it 

Edward  Willis  became  acquainted  with  this  lick  in  1781  or  1783; 
there  were  several  other  licks  on  the  same  creek,  but  this  was  the 
largest  and  most  frequented^  Its  reputed  distance  from  Harrods- 
burgh was  better  than  twenty  miles. 

Joseph  Willis  hunted  a  good  deal  in  that  part  of  the  country,  and 
knew  this  lick.  Never  knew  but  one  buffalo  lick,  though  there  are  a 
number  of  small  licks.  Its  reputed  distance  from  Harrodsbui^h 
was  upwards  of  twenty  miles,  but  does  not  recollect  whether  it  was 
a  place  of  notoriety  in  1780. 

John  Gritton  calls  it  a  bufialo  lick,  and  h^  been  acquainted 
with  it  ever  since  the  month  of  June,  in  the  year  1780.  Its  r^ 
puted  distance  from  Harrodsburgh  was  from  twenty  to  twenty-five 
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miles.  There  *  are  several  other  small  licks  on  the  creek,  [  *  146  ] 
.  and  one,  a  tolerable  large  one,  lying  on  the  south  fork,  a 
different  creek  from  Long  Lick ;  but  no  other  than  this  was  called 
a  buffalo  lick.  In  a  subsequent  part  of  his  deposition,  he  is  asked, 
whether  this  lick  was  a  place  of  notoriety  in  1780,  and  answered, 
that  he  knew  nothing  about  it  at  that  time.  This  must  be  intended 
for  the  month  of  May,  1780,  one  month  sooner  than  the  date  of  his 
knowledge,  or  is  a  positive  contradiction  to  his  first  assertion. 

James  Raig  says,  that  this  lick  was  generally  known  by  the  hun- 
ters about  Harrodsburgh,  prior  to  the  month  of  May,  1780 ;  that  he 
encamped  at  it,  with  three  hunters,  in  the  summer  of  1776,  and 
hunted  about  there ;  that  there  are  several  other  licks  in  the  neigh- 
borhood, but  no  other  buffalo  lick ;  that  its  reputed  distance  from 
Harrodsburgh,  in  1781  or  1782,  was  about  twenty-five  miles. 

This  is  all  the  testimony  respecting  the  notoriety  of  the  buffalo 
lick  called  for  in  Finn's  entay.  Did  the  validity  of  this  entry  depend 
solely  on  the  notoriety  of  the  lick,  a  court  would  find  some  difficulty, 
in  pronouncing  it  too  obscure  an  object  to  be  noticed  by  subsequent 
locators. 

But,  admitting  that  the  lick  wants  sufficient  notoriety,  to  fix  of  itself 
the  place  of  Finn's  entry,  still,  it  must  be  allowed  to  be  an  object 
easily  found  and  easily  distinguished,  by  those  who  are  brought  into 
its  neighborhood  by  the  other  descriptive  parts  of  the  entry.  Let  us, 
then,  inquire  whether  this  entry  does  contain  such  description  as 
would  conduct  a  subsequent  locator  into  its  neighborhood. 

•  The  lick  is  within  a  mile  and  a  half  of  the  dividing  ridge,  [  *  147  ] 
on  the  south  side  of  that  ridge,  and  on  a  creek  water  of 
Beech  Fork.  This  description,  which,  though  not  expressly,  is  sub- 
stantially given,  precisely  fits  Long  Lick  Creek,  and  fits  no  other 
creek.  The  location  calling  to  begin  a  mile  and  a  half  north  of  the 
lick,  which  lies  on  the  creek ;  it  is  sufficiently  apparent  that  no  creek 
is  crossed  between  the  lick  and  the  place  on  the  dividing  ridge,  called 
for  by  Finn's  entry ;  consequently,  the  lick  must  lie  on  the  creek 
nearest  this  dividing  ridge.  This  is  what  has  been  since  called  Long 
Lick  Creek,  but  which  was  then  without  a  name,  and  could  be  desig- 
nated only  by  description.  A  subsequent  locator  searching  for  this  lick, 
would  look  for  it,  then,  on  Long  Lick  Creek.  He  is  informed  by  the 
entry,  that  it  Ues  on  a  creek  so  described  as  to  be  completely  ascer- 
tained, about  twenty-five  miles  from  Harrodsburgh.  The  part  of 
that  creek,  then,  which  lies  about  twenty-five  miles  firom  Harrods- 
burgh, ifi  the  place  where  he  must  search  for  this  lick.  Walton  and 
Hundly  state  in  their  entries  that  Fowell's  Trace,  which  leads  from 
Cox's  Station  to  Harrodsburgh,  and  which  arrives  at  Long  Lick  Creek 
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a  short  distance  above  this  lick  goes  up  the  creek  five  or  six  miles. 
James  Ray  says,  that  the  trace  leads  nearly  to  its  head ;  and  the  sur- 
veyor in  his  report  states,  that  it  leads  quite  to  its  head.  Long  Lick 
Creek,  then,  heads  between  Harrodsburgh  and  tiiis  lick,  and  is  the 
creek  on  which  the  bnffalo  lick  must  lie.     The  entry  tells  us,  it  lies 

twenty-five  miles  from  Harrodsburgh* 
[  *  148  ]  *  K  an  object  be  called  for  as  lying  on  a  creek,  so  described 
as  to  be  distinguished  and  ascertained,  twenty-five  miles  from 
a  given  place  of  general  notoriety,  which  object  has  disappeared  or 
cannot  be  found,  it  is  understood  to  be  settled,  in  Kentucky,  that  such 
location  is  not  void  for  uncertainty,  but  is  to  be  surveyed  at  the  distance 
of  twenty-five  miles  along  the  creek  from  the  place  of  departure.  If 
the  object  be  found  and  be  identified,  especially  if  it  be  such  an  object 
as  would  readily  attract  attention,  and  be  easUy  distinguished,  exact- 
ness in  the  distance  is  not  required.  On  such  occasions  the  distance 
was,  in  fact,  seldom  measured  by  the  locator,  and  could  not  be  meas- 
ured in  a  straight  line  without  the  aid  of  a  surveyor.  The  locator,  in 
estimating  distances,  where  they  are  considerable,  is  governed  by  gener- 
al computation ;  and  this  is  known  to  subsequent  locators.  Exactness 
of  distance,  then,  is  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  giving  certainty  to 
locations,  which  can  by  no  other  means  be  rendered  certain.  Where  the 
object  called  for  is  easily  found  and  identified,  the  want  of  precision  in 
distance  will  not  defeat  the  location,  unless  the  difference  between  the 
actual  and  estimated  distance  be  such  as  to  mislead  subsequent  locators. 

James  Ray  says,  that  the  estimated  distance  from  Hanrodsburgh  to 
the  mouth  of  Hanger  Run  was  twenty-seven  or  thirty  miles,  and  that 
the  lick  was  about  three  miles  nearer  than  the  mouth  of  Hanger  Run 
to  Harrodsburgh.  James  Ray  says,  that  the  estimated  distance  from 
Harrodsburgh  to  the  lick  was  about  twenty-five  miles,  and 
[  •  149  ]  that  it  lies  three  or  four  miles  above  the  junction  *  of  the 
Beech  and  Chaplin  Forks.  Several  witnesses  depose,  that  the 
estimated  distance  from  Harrodsburgh  to  this  Uck  was  upwards  of 
twenty  miles.  The  distance  has  been  measured,  and  is,  in  a  straight 
line,  twenty  miles  and  one  quarter  of  a  mile. 

If  this  difference  of  distance  could  in  such  a  case,  when  unaided, 
affect  the  entry,  yet  there  are  other  circumstances  which  relieve  it 
from  this  difficulty. 

From  the  lick  to  tho  mouth  of  the  creek  on  which  it  must  lie,  can- 
not, in  a  straight  line,  amount  to  two  miles.  Measured  along  its 
meanders,  the  distance  is  about  three  miles.  This  ^act  is  ascertained 
by  the  surveys  made  of  the  two  entries.  The  furthest  point,  then,  of 
this  creek  from  Harrodsburgh,  cannot,  in  a  straight  line,  exceed  twenty- 
two  miles.    But  the  lick  lies,  not  at  the  mouth  of  the  creek,  but  on 
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the  creek.  The  locator  must,  then,  search  for  it  up  the  creek,  and  nearer 
to  Harrodshurgh.  The  extent  of  this  search  for  such  an  object  as  a  buf- 
falo lick,  an  object  to  which  he  must  be  led  by  traces  of  the  buffalo, 
which  are  in  themselves  so  visible,  so  distinguishable,  soreadUy  found, 
cannot,  without  totally  disregarding  the  whole  system  of  Kentucky 
decisions,  be  pronounced  too  great  a  labor  to  be  imposed  on  a  subse- 
quent locator.  He  is  brought  to  the  mouth  of  a  creek,  on  which  the 
object  for  which  he  searches  lies :  the  object  must  lie  up  that  creek,  and 
cannot  lie  far  from  its  mouth.  It  is  an  object  discernible  and  distin- 
guishable at  a  distance,  and  calculate'd,  from  its  nature,  to  engage  atten- 
tion. He  is  within  two  miles  of  it  on  a  stmight  line,  and  within  three 
miles  pursuing  the  meanders  of  the  creek ;  if  he  does  not  find 
•  it,  it  is  to  his  own  indolence,  not  to  the  obscurity  of  the  [  *  160  ] 
object,  or  the  difficulty  of  the  search,  that  the  blame  attaches. 

The  lick  being  found,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  ascertaining  its  iden- 
tity. The  witnesses  certainly  say,  that  there  are  many  other  licks  on 
the  same  creek,  and  the  surveyor  has  laid  down  two  others ;  but  they 
also  say,  that  no  other  lick  was  a  buffalo  lick.  It  has  been  stated 
and  argued  at  the  bar,  that  although  licks  are  of  very  different  dimen- 
sions, and  the  difference  is  immense  between  the  extremes,  yet  the 
gradations  approach  each  other  so  nearly,  that  the  exact  line  between 
them  can  scarcely  be  drawn.  Admitting  this  to  be  true,  yet  there 
are  Ucks  which  are  indubitably  buffalo  licks ;  there  are  others  which 
are  as  indubitably  deer  licks.  Now,  the  witnesses  pronounce,  posi- 
tively, that  this  is  a  buffalo  lick,  and  that  the  others  are  deer  Ucks. 
In  addition  to  this,  it  is  nearest  to  the  mouth  of  the  creek,  and  fur- 
thest from  Harrodshurgh;  consequently,  it  is  nearer  the  distance 
required  by  the  location.  There  is  no  doubt,  then,  respecting  the 
identity  of  this  lick. 

The  lick  called  for  in  Finn's  entry  being  found  and  identified,  there 
can  be  no  difficulty  in  finding  his  land.  It  lies  one  and  a  half  miles 
due  north  of  this  lick,  on  the  dividing  ridge.  The  place  at  which  the 
mensuration  is  to  commence  being  ascertained,  the  rules  established 
in  Kentucky  will  give  form  to  the  land,  and  direct  the  manner  of 
making  the  survey. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  this  court,  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit 
court  is  erroneous,  and  ought  to  be  *  reversed ;  and  that  the  [  *  151  ] 
cause  be  remanded  to  that  court,  with  directions  to  order  the 
land  claimed  by  the  appellant  to  be  surveyed  conformably  to  his  lo- 
cation. In  doing  this,  a  point  will  be  taken  one  mile  and  a  half  due 
north  of  the  buffalo  lick  mentioned  in  Finn's  entry,  from  which  a  line 
is  to  be  extended  east  and  west,  to  equal  distances,  until  it  shall  form 
the  base  of  a  square  to  contain  2,000  acres  of  land,  which  is  to  lie 
north  of  the  said  line.  Decree  reversed. 
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J.  and  T.  Barr  v.  Lapblet  ti  oL 

I  W.  161. 

If  a  proposal  i«  made  by  letter,  which  alao  states  that  the  writer  will  empower  A  to  aet  for 
him,  uid  the  person  who  receives  the  proposal  applies  to  A,  aad  makes  knowiL  his  aoeepl- 
ance,  but  A  informs  him  he  has  received  no  instmctionsy  and  will  not  act»  there  is  no 
complete  agreement 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Jimes^  for  the  appellants  and  complainants. 

Harpefy  for  the  respondents  and  defendants. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  object  of  this  bill  is  to  obtain  a  specific  performance 
[  •  152  ]  of  an  alleged  agreement,  to  receive  a  quantity  *  of  cotton 
bagging,  at  a  specified  price,  in  satisfaction  of  certain  judg- 
ments at  law.  The  defendants  deny  that  the  circumstances  proved 
ever  rendered  the  agreement  final  and  obligatory  upon  them ;  and 
this  is  the  principal,  perhaps  the  only  question  the  case  presents. 

It  appears  that  the  complainants  were  indebted  to  one  West,  w^ho 
assigned  this  debt,  (then  unliquidated,)  together  with  the  residue  of 
his  estate,  to  Liapsley  et  al.  ;  that  Lapsley  liquidated  the  debt  with 
the  Barrs,  and  took  their  notes,  payable  at  difierent  periods,  making 
up,  together,  the  amount  due.  These  notes  having  become  due,  and 
judgment  being  recovered  on  some  of  them ;  in  October,  1811,  the 
Barrs  addressed  a  letter  to  Lapsley,  in  which  they  offer  to  pay  him 
in  cotton  bagging,  at  thirty-three  cents  per  yard,  by  instalments,  at 
certain  periods.  On  the  17th  of  December,  in  the  same  year,  Lapsley 
answered  their  communication,  and  the  following  words,  contained 
in  that  letter,  are  all  that  the  court  deem  material  to  the  point  on 
which  they  propose  to  found  their  decision.  "  We  are  willing  to 
take  cotton  bagging  in  liquidation  of  the  last  three  notes,  delivered 
at  the  period  you  propose,  but  not  at  the  price  you  offer  it*'  "  We 
expect  that  you  give  us  satisfactory  accounts  for  the  punctual  per- 
formance of  your  engagements,  and  to  this  effect  we  shall  direct  Mr. 
IVPCoun,  to  whom  we  propose  to  write  by  the  next  mail/'  On  an- 
other passage  of  this  letter,  and  a  letter  written  by  West,  on  the  18th 
of  December,  it  has  been  contended,  that  certain  conditions  were 
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imposed  upon  the  Barrs,  which  it  was  incumbent  upon 
them  to  comply  with,  before  they  *  could  claim  the  benefit  [  *  163  ] 
of  the  oiffer  contained  in  Lapsley's  letter.  But  as  the  opin- 
ion of  this  court  is  made  up  on  a  ground  wholly  unaffected  by  this 
question,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  notice  this  point  It  appears 
that  Lapsley  never,  in  fact,  instructed  M'Coun  on  the  subject  of  this 
letter  of  the  17th  of  December.  But  Warfield,  the  agent' of  the 
Barrs,  (who  wer^  absent  from  home  on  the  receipt  of  that  letter,) 
supposing  his  principals  to  be  referred  to,  M'Coun,  as  the  authorized 
agent  of  Lapsley,  notified  to  him  the  acceptance  of  Lapsley's  offer, 
and  remained  under  the  impression  that  the  agreement  had  become 
final,  notwithstanding  M' Conn's  declining  altogether  to  act,  for  want 
of  instructions.  Lapsley,  on  the  other  hand,  alleges  that  the  notifi- 
cation of  acceptance  ought  to  have  been  made  to  himself,  and 
assigns  the  want  of  an  answer  from  the  Barrs,  as  his  reason  for 
never  having  given  instructions  to  M'Coun. 

This  state  of  facts  presents  an  alternative  of  extreme  difficulty. 
On  the  one  hand,  Lapsley,  by  writing  that  he  shall  direct  M'Coun 
by  the  next  mail,  plainly  pointed  to  a  mode  of  expediting  the  con- 
clusion of  the  agreement,  through  the  agency  of  a  representative  on 
the  spot,  and  when  he  intimated  his  intention  to  write  by  the  next 
mail,  showed  that  it  was  not  his  intention  to  await  Barr's  answer. 
This  was  well  calculated  to  delude  Barr  into  the  idea  that  Lapsley 
would  recognize  no  notification  but  that  which  should  be  made  to 
M'Coun.  On  the  other  hand,  how  far  could  M'Coun,, 
unempowered,  uninstructed  *  a^  he  was,  legally  act,  to  bind  [  *  154  ] 
Lapsley  by  his  acceptance  of  the  notification  ?  Or,  if  he 
had  received  instructions  firom  Lapsley,  what  obligation  was  he 
under  to  have  undertaken  the  agency  ?  Under  the  pressure  of  this 
dilemma,  there  is  but  one  principle  to  which  the  court  can  resort  for 
a  satisfactory  decision.  Something  remained  for  Barr  to  do.  The 
notification  of  his  acceptance  was  necessary  to  fasten  the  agreement 
upon  Lapsley.  For  this  purpose,  he  very  rationally  addressed  him- 
sdf,  in  the  first  place,  to  M'Coun;  and  the  reference  to  Lapsley's 
letter  would  have  been  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  returning  an 
answer  until  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  for  M'Coun  to  receive 
the  expected  conununication  firom  Lapsley.  But  when  he  found 
M'Coun  uninstructed,  and  unwilling  to  act  under  the  letter  addressed 
to  Barr,  his  course  was  plain  and  unequivocal.  A  letter  to  Lapsley, 
transmitted  by  the  mail,  would  have  put  an  end  to  all  doubt  and 
difficulty.  This  is  the  method  he  ought  to  have  pursued,  and  for  not 
having  pursued  this  course,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  bill  was 
properly  dismissed  below. 

Decree  affirmed. 
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1  W.  155. 

fyy./  r/^       The  Act  of  ABsembly  of  North  Carolina,  passed  between  the  year  17S3  and  1789,  trokfa 

■p  ^  ^  '  all  entries,  snrrejs,  and  grants  of  lands  set  Apart  for  the  CSherokee  Indians. 

^         "  ^^       The  bonndariee  of  the  reserration  hare  been  altered  by  saooessive  treaties  with  the  Indiiss, 

but  the  mere  extinguishment  of  their  title  did  not  snbject  the  land  to  appropriatioDf, 

unless  expressly  aathorized  by  the  legislature. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  East  Tennessee. 
This  cause,  depending  mainly  on  the  same  principles  with  the  pre- 
ceding case  of  Preston  v.  Browder,  was  argued  by  Kty  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  by  Jones  for  the  defendant  in  error.  The  facts  are 
fully  stated  in  tiie  opinion  of  the  court 

[  •  156  ]  •  Todd,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows:— 
This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  against  the  defendant  in  error.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the 
circuit  court,  it  appeared  from  evidence,  that  the  land  in  controversy 
was  situate  in  the  tract  of  country  lying  south  of  Holston  and  French 
Broad  River,  and  between  the  Rivers  Tennessee  and  Big  Pigeon,  the 
Indian  title  to  which  was  extinguished  by  the  treaty  of  Holston.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  by  virtue  of  a  grant,  issued  by  the  State  of  North 
Carolina,  bearing  date  the  26th  of  Deciember,  1791.  The  defendant 
claimed  under  a  grant  from  the  State  of  Tennessee,  bearing  date  the 
2d  of  January,  1809.  The  defendant,  by  his  counsel,  objected  to  the 
grant  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  being  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, on  the  ground  that  it  was  for  land  which  the  laws  of  North 
Carolina  had  prohibited  from  being  entered,  surveyed,  or  granted 
The  court  sustained  the  objection,  and  prohibited  the  grant  from  going 
in  evidence  to  the  jury;  whereupon  a  verdict  and  judgment  were  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  defendant  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  the  cause  was  brought  up  to  this  court  by 
writ  of  error. 

The  correctness  of  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  depends  on  the 
sound  construction  of  the  act  of  the  Greneral  Assembly  of  the  State 
of  North  Carolina,  passed  in  1783,  c.  2,  ss.  6,  6,  whereby  tiie  lands, 

within  certain  limits  therein  designated,  (including  the  lands 
[  •  157  ]  in  controversy,)  are  reserved  for  the  Cherokee  *  Indians,  and 

the  citizens  prohibited  from  entering  and  surveying  lands 
within  those  limits.  It  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintift 
that  this  act  cannot  be  construed,  nor  did  the  legislatore  mean  to 
give  the  Indians  a  right  of  property  in  the  soil,  but  merely  the  use 
and  enjoyment  of  it.    That  the  succeeding  legislatures,  by  tiie  acts 
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of  1784, 1786,  and  1789,  have  changed  this  reservation  for  the  use 
of  the  Indians,  and  given  unlimited  access,  for  the  purposes  of 
making  entries  and  surveys  ^'  to  all  lands  not  before  specially 
located,"  and  to  '^  all  vacant  lands"  within  the  limits  of  the  State. 
Consequently,  locations  could  be  made,  and  grants  issued,  to  perfect 
titles  of  lands  lying  within  the  limits  of  the  Indian  reservation. 

Whether  the  legislature  had  the  power,  or  intended  to  give  the 
Indians  a  right  of  property  in  the  soil,  or  merely  the  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  it,  need  not  be  inquired  into,  nor  decided,  by  this  court ; 
for  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  1783,  c  2, 
prohibits  all  persons  from  making  entries  or  surveys  for  any  lands 
within  the  bounds  set  apart  for  the  Cherokee  Indians,  and  declares 
all  such  entries  and  grants  thereupon,  if  any  should  be  made,  utterly 
void.  They  had  the  power,  and  have  declared,  unequivocally,  an 
intention  to  prohibit  entries  from  being  made  within  those  reserva- 
tions. The  several  acts  of  1784,  1786,  and  1789,  although  they 
contain  general  expressions,  which,  if  taken  singly,  might  seem  to 
sanction  entries  and  surveys,  for  <^  all  lands  not  before  speciaUy  lo- 
cated ; "  or  to  "  all  vacant  lands ; "  yet,  when  taken  together, 
these  general  *  expressions  must  be  controlled  by  the  re-  [  *  158  ] 
strictions  and  prohibitions  as  to  the  reservations  for  the 
Indian  tribes.  The  reasoning  used  in  the  case  of  Preston  v.  Browder, 
1  W.  115,  applies  with  equal,  if  not  greater  propriety,  to  this  case. 
And,  although  at  different  periods  different  sections  of  these  reserva- 
tions have  been  subjected  to  appropriation  by  entries  and  surveys,  it 
has  been  in  consequence  of  the  several  treaties  with  the  Indians,  by 
which  the  boundaries  of  the  reservations  have  been  altered,  and  the 
Indian  claim  extinguished ;  but  it  is  believed,  that  the  mere  extin- 
guishment of  the  Indian  title  did  not  subject  the  land  to  appropri- 
ation, until  an  act  of  the  legislature  authorized  or  permitted  it. 
Whatever  doubts  this  court  might  entertain  on  this  subject,  were 
they  now  construing  these  laws  upon  the  first  impression,  that  doubt 
would  be  removed  on  a  view  of  the  case  of  Avery  v,  Strother,  in  the 
Beports  in  Conference,  p.  431,  decided  by  the  judges  of  the  supreme 
court  of  North  Carolina.  This  is  a  decision  directiy  in  point,  made 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  State,  construing  the  laws  brought  into 
the  view  of  this  court,  and  is  decisive  of  this  case.  And,  as  this 
court  have  been  uniformly  disposed  to  pay  great  respect  to  the 
decisions  of  the  State  courts,  respecting  tities  to  real  estate,  this 
decision  has  its  fiill  influence  on  the  present  question ;  and,  therefore, 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  unanimously  aflSrmed,  with 
costs.  Judgment  affirmed. 

9W.673;  12  P.  657. 
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[  *  159  ]  *  The  Antonia  Johanna. 

1  W.  159. 

If  a  neatral  ship,  laden  in  part  with  neatral  and  in  part  with  cnemj's  property ,  be  csptared, 
the  whole  freight  ie  not  a  chaige  on  the  proper^  condemned;  that  pays  only  in  owa 
freight. 

Appeal  from  the  ciictdt  court  for  the  district  of  North  Carolma. 
This  was  the  case  of  a  Russian  ship,  captured  on  the  2d  of  June, 
1814,  by  the  privateer  Herald,  on  a  voyage  from  London  to  St 
Michael's,  and  brought  into  the  port  of  Wilmington,  N.  C,  for 
adjudication.  The  ship  was  chartered  by  Messrs.  Burnett,  and  Co^ 
a  mercantile  firm  at  London,  for  a  voyage  from  London  to  St 
Michael's,  thence  to  Fayal,  thence  to  St  Petersburg  or  any  port  in  the 
Baltic,  and  thence  to  return  to  London,  at  the  stipulated  freight  of 
one  thousand  guineas.  The  ship  and  cargo  were  libelled  as  prize  of 
war,  and,  upon  the  hearing  in  the  district  court,  that   part  of  the 

cargo  which  was  not  claimed  was  condemned.  The  residue 
[•160]  of  the  cargo,  excepting  one  moiety  of  certain  •packages, 

claimed  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Ivens  and  Burnett,  a  mercantile 
firm  at  St  Michael's,  was  restored.  The  whole  freight  was  decreed 
to  be  paid  to  the  master,  and  charged  exclusively  upon  the  proceeds 
of  the  property  condemned,  and  the  moiety  of  the  property  restored 
to  Messrs.  Ivens  and  Burnett  From  so  much  of  this  decree  as  re- 
spected  the  controversy  between  the  captors  and  the  claimants  of  the 
cargo,  an  appeal  was  interposed  to  the  circuit  court,  where  the  decree 
was  affirmed,  and  the  cause  was  brought,  by  appeal,  from  the  latter 
decree,  to  this  court 

Wheaton^  for  the  appellants  and  captors. 

OastoTij  contr^ 

[  •  167  ]       •  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and,  after 
stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 
Upon  the  argument,  no  specific  objection  was  taken  to  the  restitu- 
tion of  any  of  the  property  claimed,  excepting  that  included  in  the 
daim  of  Messrs.  Ivens  and  Burnett.     This  shipment  was  made  by 
Messrs.  Burnett  and  Co.,  of  London,  to  Messrs.  Ivens  and  Burnett  of 
St  Michael's,  and  the  invoices  declare  the  goods  to  be  by  order,  and 
for  account  and  risk  of  the  latter  gentlemen.    It  is  con- 
[  •  168  ]  tended,  in  behalf  of  the  •  captors,  that  both  houses  are 
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composed  of  the  same  persons,  namely,  William  S.  Burnett,  who 
is  domiciled  at  London,  and  William  Ivens,  who  is  domiciled  at 
St  Michael's;  and  that  the  docmnentary  evidence,  and  private 
correspondence,  show  that  the  shipment  was  made  on  account  of  the 
hostile  house.  If  the  fact  of  the  identity  of  the  two  houses  were 
material  to  a  decision  of  the  cause,  it  might  furnish  a  proper  ground 
for  an  order  for  further  proof.  But  admitting  the  fact  to  be  as  the 
captors  contend,  we  are  satisfied  that  it  can  be  of  no  avail  to  them. 
It  is  clear,  &om  the  whole  documentary  evidence,  that  this  shipment 
was  not  made  on  the  account  and  risk  of  the  hostile  house,  but  bond 
fide  on  the  account  and  risk  of  the  neutral  house.  It  does  not^ 
Hierefore,  present  a  case  for  the  application  of  the  principle,  that  the 
property  of  a  house  of  trade  in  the  enemy's  country,  is  condemnable 
as  prize,  notwithstanding  the  neutral  domicile  of  one  of  its  partners. 
On  the  contrary,  it  presents  a  case  for  the  application  of  the  ordinary 
principle  which  subjects  to  confiscation,  jure  beUiy  the  share  of  a 
partner  in  a  neutral  house,  where  his  own  domicile  is  in  a  hostile 
country.  And,  on  this  view,  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  is 
entirely  correct,  and  is  consistent  with  the  doctrines  established  in 
the  cases  cited  at  the  argument. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  as  to  the  fireight  decreed  to  the  master.  As 
no  appeal  was  interposed  to  the  decree  of  the  district  court,  allowing 
the  whole  fireight  for  the  wholQ  voyage,  the  question,  whether  more 
than  a  prorata  fireight  was  due,  (a  question  which  would 
otherwise  have  deserved  grave  consideration,)  *  does  not  [  *  169  ] 
properly  arise.  The  only  discussion  which  can  now  be 
entertained,  is,  whether  the  freight  so  decreed  ought  not  to  have 
been  charged  upon  the  whole  cargo,  instead  of  being  charged  upon 
a  portion  of  it.  And  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  was  properly  a 
charge  upon  the  whole  cargo.  Although  capture  be  deemed,  in  the 
prize  courts,  in  many  cases,  equivalent  to  delivery,  yet  the  captors 
cannot  be  liable  for  more  than  the  freight  of  the  goods  actually- 
received  by  them.  The  capture  of  a  neutral  ship,  having  enemy's 
property  on  board;  is  a  strictly  justifiable  exercise  of  the  rights  of 
war.  It  is  no  vinrong  done  to  the  neutral,  even  though  the  voyage  be 
thereby  defeated.  The  captors  are  not,  therefore,  answerable  in 
pcsnam  to  the  neutral  for  the  losses  which  he  may  sustain  by  a  law- 
ful exercise  of  belligerent  rights.  It  is  the  misfortune  of  the  neutral, 
and  not  the  fault  of  the  belligerent  By  the  capture,  the  captors  are 
substituted  in  lieu  of  the  original  owners,  and  they  take  the  properly 
cum  onere.  They  are,  therefore,  responsible  for  the  freight  which 
then  attached  upon  the  property,  of  which  the  sentence  of  condem- 
nation ascertains  them  to  be  the  rightful  owners  succeeding  to  the 
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former  proprietors.     So  far,  the  rule  Beems  perfectly  equitable ;  bnt 

to  press  it  farther,  and  charge  them  with  the  fireight  of  goods  which 

they  have  never  received,  or  with  the  burden  of  a  charty-party,  into 

which  they  have  never  entered,  would  be  unreasonable  in  itself,  and 

inconsistent  with  the  admitted  principles  of  prize  law.    It  might,  in 

a  case  of  justifiable  capture,  by  the  condemnation  of   a 

[  •  170  ]  single  bale  of  goods,  *  lead  the  captors  to  their  ruin  with  the 

stipulated  freight  of  a  whole  cargo. 

On  the  whole,  we  are  all  of  opinion,  that  the  decree  of  the  circuit 

court  ought  to  be  affirmed,  except  so  far  as  it  charges  the  freight 

upon  the  property  condemned,  and  the  moiety  claimed  by  Messrs. 

Ivens  and  Burnett ;  and  as  to  this,  it  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  that 

the  freight  should  be  decreed  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  whole  cargo, 

to  be  paid  by  each  parcel  thereof,  in  proportion  to  its  value. 

Decree  affirmed^  except  as  to  theJreighL 


[  *  171  ]  *  The  Nereide.    Pinto,  Claimant 

1  W.  171. 

The  dedsion  in  the  case  of  The  Concord,  (9  C.  367,)  that  property  lihelled  as  prise,  sold 
by  consent,  and  ordered  to  be  restored  to  the  claimant,  is  liable  to  the  same  duties  as  if 
Tolnntarily  imported,  afiirmed. 

This  case  having  been  remanded  to  the  circuit  court  for  further 
proceedings,  (9  C.  389,)  came  up  again  by  appeal,  upon  the  question 
whether  the  usual  duties  on  the  property  of  Pinto,  which  had  been 
sold  by  the  marshal,  with  his  consent,  were  to  be  deducted  from  the 
proceeds ;  or  whether  only  those  duties  due  under  the  Prize  Act  of 
June  26, 1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Liarge,  759,)  and  the  act  of  August  2, 
1813,  (3  Stats,  at  Large,  75,)  were  to  be  deducted. 

Hoffman^  for  the  claimant. 

Pinkney^  for  the  captors. 

[  •  178  ]      •Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that 
the  goods  were  chargeable  with  the  same  rate  of  duties  as 
goods  imported  in  foreign  bottoms,  according  to  the  decision  in  the 
case  of  The  Concord,  at  the  last  term. 
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•Hepburn  and  Dundas's  Heirs  and  Execntors  v.  Dunlop  [  *  179  ] 
AND  Co.     DuNLOP  AND  Co.  f.  Hepburn  and  DUNDAS'S 
Heirs  and  Executors. 

1  W.  179. 

A  oourt  of  equity  wiU  decree  a  specific  performanoe  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  if  the^  \4<  C  '/'/ 
vendor  is  able  to  make  a  good  title  at  any  time  before  the  decree  is  pronoanced;  but  the.^-p  ^i?^ 
dismission  of  a  bill  to  enforce  a  specific  performance  in  sach  a  case,  is  a  bar  to  a  new  XaXx'j  jj  ^  ^  ; 
for  the  same  object  ®  xAtiL"^  ' 

The  inability  of  the  vendor  to  make  a  good  title  at  the  time  the  decree  is  pronounced/^  ^^  ^ 
though  it  forms  a  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  a  specific  performance,  will  not  authorize 
a  court  of  equity  to  rescind  the  agreement  in  a  case  where  the  parties  hare  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  for  its  breach. 

The  alienage  of  the  vendee  is  an  insufficient  ground  to  entitle  the  vendor  to  a  decree  for 
rescinding  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands. 

The  vendor  may  bo  considered  as  a  trustee  for  whoever  may  become  purchasers  under  a 
sale  by  order  of  the  court  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendee. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  court  of  equity  will  neither  decree  specific  perfbrmance, 
nor  cancellation  of  an  agreement. 

Where  the  vendor  is  indebted  to  the  vendee,  and  the  sale  is  made  in  order  to  pay  the  debt, 
the  vendor  must  allow  interest  from  the  time  the  debt  is  liquidated  until  he  offers  to  make 
s  good  title,  and  is  accountable  for  the  rents  and  profits  from  that  time  until  the  contract 
is  specifically  performed. 

These  causes  were  appeals  from  the  chancery  side  of  the  circuit 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the  county  of  Alexandria. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  the 
controversy  is  the  •same  as  in  the  suits  between  the  same  [  *  180  ] 
parties  reported  in  1  C.  321,  and  5  C.  262. 

Taylor  and  Swannj  for  Hepburn  and  Dundas. 

Jones  and  LeCy  for  Dunlop  and  Co. 

Washington,  X,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

These  causes  come  before  the  court  upon  appeals  from  the  circuit 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  for  the  county  of  Alexandria. 
The  material  facts  upon  which  the  questions  now  to  be  decided  arise, 
are  as  follows :  — 

Hepburn  and  Dundas  being  indebted  to  John  Dunlop  and  Co.,  of 
Great  Britain,  on  account  of  certain  mercantile  dealings,  which  had 
taken  place  between  those  parties,  the  precise  amoimt  whereof  waSs 
disputed,  an  agreement  in  writing  was  entered  into  on  the  27th  of 
September,  1799,  between  the  said  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  and  Coliu 

43* 
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Auld,  the  attorney,  in  fact,  of  John  Dunlop  and  Co. ;  whereby  it  -was 
stipulated  that  the  parties  mutually  agreed  to  submit  all  matters  in 
dispute,  respecting  the  demand  of  Dunlop  and  Co.,  to  certain  arbitra- 
tors named  in  the  agreement,  whose  award  should  be  made  on  or 
before  the  Ist  day  of  January  following.  That  Auld,  as  the  agent 
of  Dunlop  and  Co.,  would,  on  the  next  day,  to  wit,  the  2d  day  of 
January,  1800,  accept,  from^  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  the  simi  which 
should  be  awarded  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  in  bills  of  exchange,  or  in 
Virginia  currency,  at  the  par  of  exchange  ;  and  upon  such  payment 

being  made  in  either  way,  that  Auld  would  give  to  Hepburn 
[  *  181  ]  and  Dundas  a  full  receipt  and  *  discharge  all  of  the  clauns 

and  demands  of  Dunlop  and  Co.  against  them;  that, in  case 
Hepburn  and  Dundas  should  not^  on  the  said  2d  day  of  January,  pay 
the  amount  of  the  said  award,  either  in  bills  of  exchange  or  money, 
they  should,  on  that  day,  assign  to  Auld,  as  attorney  of  Dunlop  and 
Co.,  in  the  fullest  manner,  a  contract  entered  into  in  the  year  1796,  by 
Hepburn  and  Dundas,  with  a  certain  William  Graham,  for  the  sale  of 
6,000  acres  of  land  lying  on  the  River  Ohio,  for  the  recovery  of  which, 
on  account  of  the  non-payment  of  the  purchase-money  by  Graham, 
Hepburn  and  Dundas  had  brought  an  ejectment,  which  was  then 
depending ;  that  this  assignment  should  be  accompanied  by  a  power 
of  attorney  irrevocable,  to  enable  the  said  Auld  to  pursue  all  legal 
means  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  land,  or  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  1^18,000,  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money,  whichever  of 
these  measures  Auld  might  prefer.  Hepburn  and  Dundas  further 
stipulated  not  to  interfere  with  the  measures  which  Auld  might 
choose  to  pursue,  for  the  recovery  of  the  land  or  the  purchase-money, 
and,  further,  that  whenever  any  suit  brought,  or  to  be  brought,  for 
the  land,  should  be  judicially  determined,  or  otherwise  settled,  by  an 
amicable  compromise,  Hepburn  and  Dundas  would  convey  the  same 
to  the  person  who,  by  such  determination  or  compromise,  should  be 
acknoi^ledged  to  be  entitled  to  it  in  the  manner  expressed  in  the 
contract  with  Graham.  It  was  also  stipulated,  that  if  the  purchase- 
money  for  the  said  land,  with  interest  thereon  to  the  2d  of  January, 

1800,  should  be  insufficient  to  discharge  the  sum  which  might 
[  •  182  ]  be  •awarded  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  Hepburn  and  Dundas 

should,  on  that  day,  pay  to  Auld  as  much  money  as  should 
make  up  the  deficiency;  and  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  said  purchase- 
money  and  interest  should  fall  short  of  the  sum  awarded,  that  Auld 
would,  on  the  same  day,  pay  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas  the  excess 
over  and  above  the  sum  awarded.  Lastly,  it  was  stipulated,  that  if 
Auld  should  recover  the  land,  and  be  enabled  to  sell  the  same  for 
more  than  was  allowed  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  by  the  said  agree- 
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ment,  together  with  the  costs  and  expenses  attending  the  recovery, 
Auld  should  pay  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas  the  expenses  incurred  in 
prosecuting  tiie  suit  commenced  by  them  for  the  recovery  of  this 
land.  In  pursuance  of  these  articles,  an  award  was  made  by  the 
day  mentioned  in  the  submission,  which  award  stated,  that  the  sum 
of  4,379/.  9«.  Ojcl.,  sterling,  including  interest,  would  be  due  to  Dunlop 
and  Co.  on  the  Ist  day  of  January,  1800.  This  sum  fell  short  of  the 
purchase-money  and  interest,  due  by  Graham  to  the  same  period, 
the  sum  of  494Z.  6^.  8e{.,  Virginia  currency.  Hepburn  and  Dundas 
having  prepared  a  deed  of  assignment  of  Graham's  contract,  and  a 
power  of  attorney,  as  stipulated  in  the  above-mentioned  agreement, 
offered  to  deliver  the  same  to  Auld  on  the  2d  of  January,  1800, 
which  he  refused  to  accept,  because  the  deed  recited,  as  a  part  of 
the  consideration,  that  a  release  had  been  executed  by  Auld,  of  all 
the  claims  and  demands  whatsoever  of  Dunlop  and  Ck>.  against  Hep* 
bum  and  Dundas,  and  because,  as  is  asserted  by  Auld,  Hepburn  and 
Dundas  required  Auld  to  execute  such  a  release  prior  to  the 
^delivery  of  the  deed  of  assignment  The  suit  of  Hepburn  [  *  183  ] 
and  Dundas  against  Graham,  for  the  recovery  of  the  6,000 
acres  of  land  was  prosecuted  against  his  heirs;  and  in  May,  1801,  by 
a  compromise  between  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  and  the  defendants 
in  the  ejectment,  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Hepburn  and 
Dundas. 

Without  noticing,  particularly,  the  conduct  of  those  parties  subse- 
quent to  the  transactions  of  the  2d  of  January,  1800,  as  well  as  on 
that  day,  it  may  be  sufficient  to  say,  that  if  the  tender  made  by 
Hepburn  and  Dundas  was,  upon  the  condition  asserted  by  Auld,  to 
have  been  annexed  to  it,  and  if,  in  consequence  thereof,  any  legal 
advantage  accrued  to  him,  it  was  waived  by  his  subsequent  conduct. 
Ab  late  as  February,  1807,  Auld  made  a  tender  of  the  difference  be- 
tween the  sum  awarded  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  and  the  purchase-money 
and  interest  due  upon  Graham's  contract,  and  demanded  a  deed ; 
but  this  demand  was  made  in  a  manner,  and  under  circumstances, 
which  this  court,  upon  a  former  occasion,  deemed  unreasonable. 

Things  remained  in  this  situation,  until  some  time  about  April, 
1801,  when  Hepburn  and  Dundas  instituted  a  suit  at  law  against 
Auld,  for  the  diff(»ence  between  the  sum  awarded  to  Dunlop  and  Co., 
and  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  and  interest  due  by  Graham's 
contract,  on  the  2d  of  January,  1800.  About  the  same  time,  a  suit 
at  law  was  commenced  by  Auld,  against  Hepburn  and  Dundas, 
upon  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  September,  1799,  to 
recover  the  whole  sum  awarded.  In  the  first  case,  •this  [^184] 
court,  upon  a  writ  of  error,  decided  upon  the  pleadings. 
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(which  were  so  drawn  as  to  present  the  point,)  that  Hepburn  and 
Dondas  had  no  right  to  demand  of  Auld  a  release  of  all  claims 
and  demands  against  Dunlop  and  Co.,  to  be  executed  as  a  precedent 
act  to  the  assignment  of  Graham's  contract,  and  the  delivery  of  the 
power  of  attorney;  and,  on  that  ground,  judgment  was  rendered 
against  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  1  C.  321. 

In  the  other  case,  the  pleadings  presented  the  question  whether 
the  recital  of  such  a  release  in  the  deed  of  assignment  offered  to  be 
delivered  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  invalidated  the  tender?  Upon  a 
writ  of  error,  it  was  decided  by  this  court  that  the  recital'  of  the 
release  could  not  impair  the  rights  of  Dunlop  and  Co.,  under  the 
agreement  of  September,  1799,  and  that  it  formed  no  objection  to 
Hxe  assignment ;  consequently,  the  tender  and  refusal  amounted  to 
a  performance,  in  like  manner  as  if  Auld  had  accepted  the  assign- 
ment; but  that  Hepburn  and  Dundas  would  still  be  obliged  to 
execute  a  proper  deed  of  assignment,  and  a  conveyance  of  the  land, 
whenever  they  should  be  required  to  do  so.  Judgment  was,  accord- 
ingly,  rendered  in  this  suit  against  Auld,  5  C.  262. 

Hepburn  and  Dundas  having  been  thus  defeated  in  their  attempt 
at  law,  to  enforce  a  performance  of  the  agreement,  filed  a  bill  in 
equity,  praying  for  a  specific  performance.  The  answer  of  Auld 
contained  amongst  other  objections  to  a  specific  perform- 
[  *  185  ]  ahce,  an  allegation  that  the  title  of  Hepburn  and  *  Dundas 
to  the  land  was  defective.  Hepburn  and  Dundas  then  set 
forth  their  title  in  a  supplemental  bill.  This  suit  came  on  to  be 
heard,  upon  an  appeal  to  this  court,  at  the  same  time  that  Auld's 
suit  at  law  against  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  above  mentioned,  was 
decided.  This  court  determined:  Ist.  That  since  Auld  had,  by  his^ 
conduct  subsequent  to  the  2d  of  January,  1800,  waived  aU  objections 
to  the  tender  of  the  assignment  of  Graham's  contract  on  that  day, 
and  did  not  refuse  to  receive  a  conveyance  which  was  ofiered  to  be 
made  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  in  June,  1801,  on  account  of  any 
defect  in  the  title,  but  for  other  reasons,  which  would  equally  have 
operated  with  him  had  there  been  no  such  defect,  Hepburn  and 
Dundas  would  still  be  entitled  to  a  specific  performance  if  they  oould 
then  make  a  good  title.  2dly.  That  the  title  appeared  by  the  bills  to 
be  defective  as  to  208  acres,  being  Thomas  West's  part  of  Mrs. 
Bronaugh's  1,000  acres,  and  also  his  part  of  Francina  Turner's 
interest  in  the  same  tract,  and  also  on  account  of  the  failure  to 
record  Thomas  West's  deed  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas  for  1,000 
acres^  For  these  defects  in  the  title,  the  bill  was  dismissed.  5  C 
262. 

Presuming  that  this  decree,  which  seemed  to  close  forever  Ihe 
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doors  of  a  conrt  of  equity  against  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  opened 
them  to  Dunlop  and  Co.  to  get  rid  of  tiie  contract  altogether,  Auld 
filed  the  bill  which  is  now  under  consideration,  stating,  amongst 
other  things,  the  previous  and  present  inability  of  Hepburn 
and  Dundas  to  make  a  good  title  to  this  •land ;  and  pray-  [  *  186  ] 
ing  that  the  agreement  may  be  set  aside,  and  the  debt 
awarded  to  Dimlop  and  Co.  with  the  interest  thereon  to  be  decreed ; 
or  that,  if  the  court  should  consider  Dunlop  and  Co.  under  an  obliga- 
tion to  accept  of  the  land,  only  the  reasonable  value  of  the  land, 
at  the  time  when  Hepburn  and  Dundas's  title  to  it  was  perfected, 
dhould  be  allowed.  The  bill,  also,  contains  the  general  prayer  for 
such  relief  as  is  consistent  with  equity. 

Hepburn  and  Dundas  seem  to  have  given  a  very  different  con- 
struction to  the  above  decree,  and  supposing  that  if,  vdthin  a  reason- 
able time  after  it  was  pronounced,  they  could  remove  the  objections 
to  their  title  which  were  pointed  out  in  the  decree,  they  might  still 
call  for  a  specific  performance,  they  soon  obtained  a  conveyance 
firom  the  heirs  of  Thomas  West,  of  all  their  right,  title,  and  interest 
in  and  to  this  land,  and  on  the  27th  of  March,  1809,  less  than  a 
month  after  the  decree  of  dismission  by  this  court,  they  offered  to 
convey  to  Auld  a  good  and  sufficient  title.  This  offer  being  refused, 
Hepburn  and  Dundas  filed  a  bill  against  Colin  Auld,  as  attorney  of 
Dunlop  and  Co.,  setting  forth  their  ability  and  readiness  to  convey  an 
unexceptionable  title  to  this  land,  and  praying  that  Auld,  or  Dunlop 
and  Co.,  might  be  compelled  to  accept  of  a  conveyance,  and  to  pay 
the  difference  between  the  agreed  value  of  the  land  and  the  sum 
awarded. 

These  suits  came  on  to  be  heard  at  the  same  time.  In  the  suit 
brought  by  Dunlop  and  Co.,  against  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  it  was 
decreed  by  the  court  below  that  Hepburn  and  the  heirs  of  Dundas 
should  pay  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  or  their  agent,  the  sum  of 
$33,060.37,  being  the  amount  of  the  sum  awarded,  *  with  [  *  187  ] 
interest  thereon,  at  five  per  cent,  ifrom  the  1st  January,  1800, 
till  the  time  of  rendering  the  decree ;  but  that  the  sum  of  $21,112, 
part  thereof,  might  be  discharged  by  a  conveyance,  within  a  certain 
time,  of  the  above  land  to  Auld,  in  trust  for  Dunlop  and  Co.  From 
this  decree  an  appeal  was  prayed  by  both  parties. 

In  the  other  suit,  brought  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas  against  Auld, 
a  decree  was  made,  that  upon  the  complainant's  paying  to  Auld,  as 
attorney  of  Dunlop  and  Co.,  the  sum  of  $11,966.37,  and  conveying  to 
the  said  Auld,  in  trust  for  Dunlop  and  Co.,  on  or  before  a  certain  day, 
the  above-mentioned  land,  the  said  Auld,  as  attorney  of  said  Dunlop 
and  Co.,  should  execute  and  deliver  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas  such  a 
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receipt  and  diflcharge  of  all  the  daims  and  demands  of  Dunlop  and 
Co.  against  them  as  the  court  might  approve.  From  this  decree 
both  sides  again  appealed. 

Against  so  much  of  these  decrees  as  compel  Anld  to  accept  of  a 
conveyance  in  tnist  for  Dnnlop  and  Co.,  in  part  discharge  of  the 
debt  decreed  to  be  paid  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas  to  Dunlop  and  Co., 
the  following  objections  have  been  made,  and  are  now  to  be  con- 
sidered:— 

1st  That  Hepburn  and  Dundas  were  guilty  of  a  fraudulent 
misrepresentation  of  the  value  of  this  Isuid;  and,  also,  of  a  wilful 
concealment  of  the  defects  in  the  title,  whereby  Auld  was  induced 
to  enter  into  the  agreement  of  September,  1799. 

2d.  A  want  of  authority  in  Colin  Auld  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
for  taking  a  conveyance  of  land  in  discharge  of  the  debt  due  to 

Dunlop  and  Co* 
[*188]  *3d.  The  refusal  of  Hepburn  and  Dundas  to  assign 
Graham's  contract,  on  the  2d  of  January,  1800,  except  upon 
a  condition  which  they  had  no  right  to  exact,  and  their  interference 
in  the  suit  with  Graham's  heirs,  and  the  compromise  made  with 
them,  whereby  (it  is  contended)  they  disabled  l^emselves  from  exe- 
cuting the  agreement  of  September,  1799. 

4th.  That  the  title  to  the  land  is  yet  defective. 

5th.  That  the  former  decree,  dismissing  Hepburn  and  Dundas's 
bill  for  a  specific  performance,  is  a  perpetual  bar  to  the  relief  sought 
by  their  present  bilL 

6th.  That  Dunlop  and  Co.,  being  aliens,  and  incapable  of  holding 
lands  in  Virginia,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  compel  them  to  execute 
their  agreement,  even  if  Hepburn  and  Dundas  had  been  always  in  a 
condition  to  perform  it  on  their  part 

1.  The  first  objection  appears  to  be  unsupported  by  the  evidence. 
In  respect  to  the  value  of  the  land,  the  representations  made  of  it  in 
the  letters  of  Hepburn  and  Dundas  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  and  to  Colin 
Auld,  affirm  no  fact  which  is  proved  to  be  untrue.  Those  letters 
contain  expressions  of  the  opinion  of  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  that 
the  land  was  an  ample  security  for  the  debt  due  to  Dunlop  and  Co. ; 
and  it  milst  be  admitted,  that  in  their  letter  to  Colin  Auld,  of  the  6th 
of  September,  1799,  they  seem  to  have  indulged  themselves  in  very 
extravagant  notions  of  its  value.  But  it  is  to  be  remarked  that  the 
grounds  of  this  calculation  are  fairly  stated  in  the  letter,  and  an 
opportunity  is  afforded  to  Auld  to  inquire  into  them,  and  to  judge 
for  himself:  besides  which,  it  should  be  recollected  that 
[  *  189  ]  Auld  having  agreed,  in  his  letter  *  of  the  4th  of  September, 
two  days  before  the  date  of  this  letter,  to  submit  to  the 
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award  of  arbitrators,  and  to  receive  an  assignment  of  Grraham's 
contract  at  the  stipulated  sum  to  be  paid  by  Graham,  Hepburn  and 
Dnndas  could  have  had  no  motive  at  that  time,  to  make  an  unfrue 
representation  of  the  value  of  the  land  At  no  antecedent  period 
does  it  appear  that  they  had  made  an  uncandid  statement,  upon  this 
subject,  to  Dunlop  and  Ck>.,  or  to  Auld*  Their  opinion  of  the  real 
value  of  the  property  might  be  incorrect ;  but  a  mistaken  opinion  of 
the  value  of  the  property,  if  honestly  entertained,  and  stated  as 
opinion  merely,  unaccompanied  by  an  assertion,  or  statement,  untrue 
in  fact,  can  never  be  considered  as  a  firaudulent  misrepresentation. 
That  Hepburn  and  Dundas  intended  no  deception,  is  evident  from 
the  following  considerations :  1.  That  the  offer  made  by  them  to 
Colin  Auld,  of  this  land,  was  that  of  a  security  only,  for  the  debt 
due  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  which  was  declined  by  Auld,  upon  the  ground, 
that  if  payment  of  the  debt  to  Dunlop  and  Co.  was  to  be  postponed 
until  the  suit  with  Graham  should  be  concluded,  Dunlop  and  Co.  ought 
to  be  entitled  to  all  the  benefit  of  the  contract  with  Graham;  and 
for  this  reason,  a  proposition  was  made  by  him  to  accept  an  assign- 
ment of  that  contract,  and  to  pay  the  difference  between  the  purchase- 
money  and  interest  thereon,  and  the  sum  which  might  be  awarded, 
in  case  the  latter  should  fall  short  of  the  former.  2.  That  Hepburn 
and  Dundas  had,  in  the  year,  1796,  sold  this  land  to  Graham  for  the 
sum  at  which  Auld  agreed  to  take  it,  and  as  evidence  of 
their  opinion,  that  the  *  land  had,  since  that  sale,  risen  in  [  *  190  ] 
value,  they  had  instituted  a  suit  at  law  against  Graham  in 
order  to  avoid  the  sale,  and  to  recover  back  the  land.  If  any  further 
answer  to  this  objection  be  necessary,  it  may  be  sufficient  to  add, 
that  the  fraud  now  charged  against  Hepburn  and  Dundas  was  not 
thought  of,  and  certainly  not  imputed  to  them,  when  the  former  suit 
of  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  for  a  specific  performance,  was  depending. 

As  to  the  alleged  concealment,  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  of  defects 
in  their  title,  there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  they  were  unknown 
to  them  until  some  time  in  the  year  1805,  when  they  endeavored 
to  remove  them,  and  supposed  they  had  done  so.  The  only  objec- 
tion suggested  by  the  special  verdict  in  the  ejectment,  was  the  want 
of  a  partition  deed  between  the  original  grantees  of  this  land,  which 
objection  this  court  has  declared  to  be  insufficient  to  bar  Hepburn  and 
Dundas  from  asking  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement. 

2.  The  next  objection  to  the  decree  below  is,  that  Auld  had  no  author- 
ity, in  virtue  of  the  power  of  attorney  from  Dunlop  and  Co.,  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  to  receive  land  in  discharge  of  the  debt  due  by 
Hepburn  and  Dundas. 

This,  like  the  former,  is  a  new  objection,  not  thought  of,  or  argued, 
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as  a  reason  against  a  specific  performance  in  the  former  suit.  It  is 
mmecessary  to  examine,  with  critical  nicety,  the  import  of  the  ex- 
prelsions  used  in  the  power  of  attorney  to  Auld.     He  was  empowered 

to  sue  for,  and  to  compound  and  agree,  for  all  debts  duQ  to 
[  *  191  ]  Dunlop  and  Co.,  and,  in  *  general,  to  do  all  other  lawful  acts 

needful  for  those  purposes,  as  fully  as  Dunlop  and  Co.  could 
do.  Under  this  authority,  he  entered  in  the  agreement  with  Hepburn 
and  Dundas,  which,  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt,  he  communicated 
in  due  time  to  his  constituents,  and  it  is  perfectly  fair  to  consider 
their  acquiescence  in  that  agreement  as  amounting  to  a  ratification 
of  it  It  would  be  most  inequitable  to  permit  Dunlop  and  Co.,  at  the 
distance  of  many  years  after  this  agreement  was  made,  to  controvert 
the  authority  of  their  agent,  and  to  say  they  are  not  bound  to  perform 
it ;  although  it  must  be  admitted  that,  during  all  that  time,  it  was  in 
their  power  to  enforce  it  against  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  had  it  been 
their  wish  or  interest  to  do  so. 

3.  The  third  objection  to  the  decrees  below,  is  the  refusal  of  Hep- 
burn and  Dundas  to  assign  Graham's  contract  on  the  2d  January, 
1800,  except  upon  a  condition  which  he  had  no  right  to  exact,  and 
their  interference  in  the  suit  with  Graham's  heirs,  and  the  compro- 
mise made  with  them.  In  answer  to  the  different  parts  of  this  objec- 
tion, it  might  be  sufficient  to  remark,  that  they  were  urged  by  Colin  | 
Auld,  in  his  answer  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas's  former  bill ;  that  they  | 
were  considered  by  this  court,  and  decided  to  be  insufiicient  to  de-  | 
prive  Hepburn  and  Dundas  of  the  reUef  prayed  for.  However  true  | 
the  allegation  may  be,  that  Hepburn  and  Dundas  refused  to  assign  | 
Graham's  contract,  and  to  deliver  the  power  of  attorney  to  Auld,  on  | 
the  2d  of  January,  1800,  unless  Auld  would  first  execute  a  release  of 

all  claims  and  demands  of  Dunlop  and  Co.  against  Hepburn        , 
[  *  192  ]  and  Dundas,  yet  the  *  subsequent  conduct  of  Auld  amounted        i 

to  a  waiver  of  all  objections  on  that  account ;  his  and  his  | 
counsel's  letters  to  Edward  Graham,  in  which  he  was  asserted  to  , 
be  the  assignee  of  the  contract  with  Graham;  his  instructions  to  i 
Cook,  to  attend  to  the  ejectment,  and  to  get  it  brought  to  a  speedy  i 
decision;  his  engaging  counsel  in  that  suit ;  and,  in  short,  his  whole  | 
conduct  throughout  the  year  1800,  all  tend  to  prove  that  the  transac- 
tion of  the  2d  of  January,  1800,  had  not,  in  any  manner,  impaired  the 
rights  of  the  parties  under  the  agreement  now  alleged  to  have  been 
violated  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas. 

As  to  the  compromise  said  to  have  been  made  by  Hepburn  and 
Dundas  with  the  claimants  under  Graham,  their  conduct  upon  that 
occasion  appears  to  have  been  unexceptionable.  That  a  judgment 
against  those  claimants,  at  an  early  day,  was  anxiously  desired  by 
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Anld,  and  the  assistance  of  Hepburn  and  Dondas,  to  effect  that  object, 
was  expected  and  required  by  him,  is  apparent,  from  the  above  letters 
from  him  to  Edward  Graham,  and  from  many  other  facts  proved  in  the 
former  suit  The  endeavors  of  Auld  to  hasten  the  decision  of  the 
ejectment,  and  to  obtain  a  judgment  for  the  land,  seem  to  have  been 
unremitting,  until  some  time  in  December,  1800,  when  he  declined 
interfering  any  fiirther  in  the  business ;  but  neither  then,  nor  at  any 
subsequent  period,  did  he  express  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas  a  disincli- 
nation to  obtain  a  judgment,  nor  did  he  forbid  them  from  proceeding 
to  effect  it.  It  is  objected,  under  this  head,  that  Hepburn  and  Dun- 
das, contrary  to  an  express  stipulation  in  the  agreement  with 
Auld,  •  released  to  the  defendants  in  the  ejectment  the  right  [  *  193  ] 
which,  as  trustee  for  Auld,  they  had  to  demand  mesne 
profits  during  the  time  that  Hepburn  and  Dundas  had  been  out  of 
possession  of  the  land ;  and,  frirther,  that  they  consented  to  permit 
those  defendants  to  retain  possession  of  the  premises  for  a  year 
after  the  judgment  was  rendered.  Neither  of  these  allegations  are 
supported  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause.  The  agreement  made  by 
Hepburn  and  Dundas  with  the  heirs  of  Graham,  in  relation  to  the 
costs  of  the  suit  and  the  mesne  profits,  disavows,  in  the  most  explicit 
terms,  all  power  in  them,  and  all  intention  to  release  either  of  those 
claims,  but  stipulates  to  indemnify  tiiose  defendants  against  these 
claims,  in  case  they  should  be  made  and  enforced  by  Auld,  who  is 
declared  to  be  alone  entitled  to  make  them.  This  contract  of  indem- 
nity, therefore,  did  not  amount  to  a  release,  nor  did  it  impair  the 
rights  of  Dunlop  and  Co.,  under  their  agreement  with  Hepburn  and 
Dundas.  As  to  the  remainder  of  this  objection,  it  is  founded  alto- 
gether upon  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Sheffey,  the  counsel  for  Graham's 
heirs,  which,  as  it  is  explained  by  the  same  witness  in  a  subsequent 
deposition,  proves  no  more  than  that  such  a  proposition  had  been 
made  by  Edward  Graham  to  Mr.  Hepburn.  That  it  was  not  ac- 
cepted by  him,  is  manifest  by  the  judgment  itself,  which  is  uncondi- 
tional, as  well  as  by  an  agreement  made  between  Hepburn  and 
Dundas  and  Edward  Graham,  the  day  after  the  judgment  was 
entered. 

4.  The  next  objection  is,  that  the  title  of  *  Hepburn  and  [  *  194  ] 
Dundas  to  this  land,  or  to  some  part  thereof,  is  still  defec- 
tive. 

In  the  opinion  given  by  this  court,  at  February  term,  1809,  in  the 
suit  brought  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  for  a  specific  performance, 
the  title  was  declared  to  be  unexceptionable ;  except,  1st.  As  to  208 
acres,  being  the  part  of  Sarah  Bronaugh's  1,000  acres,  to  which  Tho- 
mas West  was  entitled  as  one  of  the  heirs  of  Mrs.  Bronaugh,  and  of 
VOL.  III.  44 
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Francina  Turner;  and,  2dly.  As  to  1,000  acares,  the  original  share  of 
Thomas  West,  which  had  been  conveyed  by  him  to  Hepburn  and 
Dnndas  by  a  deed  which  had  not  been  recorded.  These  defects  have 
since  been  cured  by  a  conveyance  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas  by  the 
heirs  of  Thomas  West,  bearing  <late  the  20th  of  March,  1809,  of  all 
their  title  to  the  aforesaid  parcels  of  land. 

It  is,  nevertheless,  contended,  that  this  conveyance  is  insufficient 
to  pass  a  dear  and  undisputed  title ;  inasmuch  as  the  land  may  be 
)>ound  by  the  claims  of  creditors,  or  of  purchasers  subsequent  to  the 
deed  from  Thomas  West  to  Hepburn  and  Dundas.  The  answer 
given  at  the  bar  to  these  suggestions  is  entirely  satisfactory  to  the 
court  If  the  land  be  exposed  to  the  claims  of  subsequent  purchasers 
or  mortgagees  under  West,  to  be  effectual  against  Hepburn  and 
Dundas,  the  deeds  must  have  been  recorded  within  eight  months  after 
the  death  of  West,  at  the  latest  pmod,  either  in  the  general  court,  or 
in  the  district  or  county  court  where  the  land  lies.  Had  any  such 
deeds  been  so  recorded,  it  was  in  the  power  of  Auld  to  have 
[  *  195  ]  proved  the  fact  by  the  *  records  of  some  one  of  those  courts ; 
and  the  want  of  such  proof  destroys  all  presxunption  that 
any  such  conveyances  were  made. 

As  to  judgments  against  West,  they  too  must  be  of  record ;  and, 
after  a  lapse  of  ten  years  since  his  death,  the  court  cannot  presume 
the  existence  of  such  judgments.  As  to  specialties  in  which  the 
heirs  of  West  are  bound,  if  there  be  such,  which  is  not  proved,  they 
cannot  affect  this  land  in  the  hands  of  a  bond  fide  purchaser  under 
those  heirs. 

5.  The  next  objection  made  to  the  decrees  below,  is,  that  the  dis- 
mission of  the  former  bill  of  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  for  a  specific 
performance,  is  a  bar  to  their  present  bill  for  the  same  object.  This 
objection  is  well  founded.  If  a  bill,  by  the  vendor  of  land,  seeking 
a  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  be  dismissed  on  account  of 
a  defect  in  the  title,  the  doors  of  a  court  of  equity  are,  and  ought  to 
be,  forever  closed  against  him,  notwithstanding  he  should,  afterwards, 
have  it  in  his  power  to  make  a  good  title ;  unless,  perhaps,  in  a  case 
where  an  original  bill,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  might  be  en- 
tertained. But  the  present  bill  is  not  founded  upon  new  matter,  dis- 
covered since  the  hearing  of  the  former  cause,  and  which  was  not  in 
the  power  of  Hepburn  and  Dundas  to  produce  at  that  time.  It  is 
not  pretended  that  he  was  ignorant  who  were  the  heirs  of  Thomas 
West,  or  that  he  could  not  as  well  have  procured  a  deed  from  them 
before,  as  after  the  former  decree.  His  ignorance  was  not  of  a  matter 
of  fact,  but  of  law.  He  erroneously  supposed  that  his  title 
[  •  196  ]  was  good,  and  on  account  of  the  defects  existing  *  in  it, 
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at  the  time  of  the  decree,  his  bill  wels  dismissed.  The  rule  of  the 
court  of  equity  to  decree  a  specific  performance,  if  the  vendor  is 
able  to  make  a  good  title  before  the  decree  is  pronounced,  is  an  in^^ 
dulgence  which  he  is  not  entitled  to  by  the  terms  of  his  contract  A 
majority  of  this  court  approves  of  the  rule  as  a  general  one,  but  it  is 
not  disposed  to  extend  it  as  such.  If,  in  a  case  peculiarly  circum- 
Btanced,  an  extension  of  the  time  for  completing  the  title  would  be 
proposed,  and  should  be  intended  to  be  granted,  the  court  would 
either  continue  the  cause,  in  order  to  give  the  vendor  time  to  perfect 
his  title,  or  would  dismiss  the  bill  without  prejudice. 

The  questions,  then,  which  remain  to  be  decided,  are,  first, 
^whether  Dunlop  and  Co.  are  entitled  to  the  reUef  for  which  they 
specifically  prayed?  and  if  not,  then,  secondly,  are  they  entitled  to 
any  other,  and  what  relief,  under  the  general  prayer  in  their  bill? 

1st.  The  relief  specifically  prayed  for  consists  of  two  parts,  Ist 
That  the  agreement  of  September,  1799,  may  be  rescinded,  and  th^ 
sum  awarded,  with  interest,  decreed  to  be  paid.  If  this  should  be 
denied,  and  Dunlop  and  Co.  be  compelled  to  receive  a  conveyance 
of  the  land,  then,  2dly.  That  the  reasonable  value  only  of  the  land^ 
at  the  time  when  the  title  was  perfected  should  be  allowed. 

As  to  the  first.  Most  of  the  objections  which  have  been  urged 
against  the  decree  of  the  court  below,  for  a  specific  performance} 
were  reUed  upon  by  the  counsel  for  Dunlop  and  Co.,  as  sufficient  to 
set  aside  the  contract  These  have  ahready  been  considered, 
and  the  result  has  been  shown  to  be,  that,  if  the  bill  *  of  [  *  197  J 
Hepburn  and  Dundas,  for  a  specific  performance,  were  un- 
aifected  by  the  dismission  of  their  former  bill,  none  of  these  objeo* 
tions  would  be  sufficient  to  preclude  them  firom  the  relief  sought  by 
their  present  biU.  If  so,  they  are  insufficient  to  enable  Dunlop  and 
Co.  to  obtain  a  decree  to  rescind  the  contract.  There  are  many 
cases  in  which  a  court  of  equity,  although  it  would  not  decree  a 
specific  performance,  wiU  yet  refuse  to  order  a  contract  to  be  can- 
celled. The  inability  of  the  vendor  to  make  a  good  title  at  the  time 
the  decree  is  to  be  pronounced,  furnishes  a  v«ry  good  reason  for  ex- 
cluding him  from  relief  in  a  court  of  equity;  and  yet  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  the  court  will,  for  this  reason  merely,  set  aside  the  contract 
Generally  speaking,  a  court  of  law  is  competent  to  afibrd  an  ade- 
quate remedy  to  either  party,  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the 
other,  from  whatever  cause  it  may  have  proceeded ;  and  whenever 
this  is  the  case,  a  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  is  improper. 

But  if  the  contract  ought  not  in  conscience  to  bind  one  of  the  par- 
ties, as  if  he  had  acted  under  a  mistake,  or  was  imposed  upon  by  the 
other  party,  or  the  like,  a  court  of  equity  will  interpose  and  afford 
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a  relief,  which  a  court  of  common  law  cannot,  by  setting  aside  the  con* 
tract;  and  having  thus  obtained  jurisdiction  of  the  principal  ques- 
tion, that  court  will  proceed  to  make  such  other  decree  as  the  justice 
and  equity  of  the  case  may  require.  Whetiier  inability  in  the  ven- 
dor to  make  a  title,  is,  of  itself,  unattended  by  some  peculiar  circum- 
stances of  hardship,  sufficient  to  justify  the  court  in  setting 
[  *  198  ]  aside  *the  contract,  need  not  now  be  decided.  This  is  cer- 
tainly not  a  case  where  the  exercise  of  this  branch  of  equity 
jurisdiction  can  be  fairly  demanded  by  Dunlop  and  Ck).  Within  a 
month  after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  against  the  heirs  of  Gra- 
ham, Hepburn  and  Dundas  tendered  to  Ck>lin  Auld,  a  conveyance  of 
the  land,  which  was  refused,  not  on  account  of  any  defect  in  the 
title,  but  for  reasons  which  would  equally  have  operated  with  him 
had  there  been  no  such  defect  Immediately  after  the  defects  in  the 
title  were  pointed  out  by  this  court,  they  were  removed,  and  the  con- 
veyance of  an  unexceptionable  title  was  tendered  and  refused.  Had 
Hepburn  and  Dundas  been  in  a  condition  to  make  such  a  titie  a 
month  sooner,  this  court,  instead  of  dismissing  their  bill,  would  have 
decreed  a  specific  performance.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  would 
be  inequitable  to  set  aside  the  contract.  The  alienage  of  the  com- 
plainants is  urged  as  an  additional  reason  for  setting  aside  this  con- 
tract Although  the  incapacity  of  the  purchaser  to  hold  land,  might 
afford  a  reason  for  denying  a  specific  performance  upon  the  prayer  of 
Hepburn  and  Dundas,  (a  point,  however,  n«t  intended  to  be  deeded,) 
it  is  certainly  insufficient  to  entitle  the  vendor,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  to  a  decree  to  rescind  the  contract  But  tiie 
court  does  not  mean  to  intimate  an  opinion  that  the  terms  of  tiiis 
contract  did  expose  this  land  to  the  danger  which  is  apprehended. 
It  appears  by  the  contract,  and  the  previous  correspondence  be- 
tween these  parties,  that  they  contemplated  a  sale  of  this 
[  •  199  ]  land,  in  the  event  of  the  contract  *  witii  Graham  f>eing 
rescinded,  and  that  the  proceeds  thereof  should  be  paid  over 
to  Auld,  in  discharge  of  so  much  of  the  debt  due  by  Hepburn  and 
Dundas  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  as  the  purchase-money  due  by  Graham, 
with  interest  thereon  to  the  1st  of  January,  1800,  would  amount  io] 
and  this,  whether  the  land  should  sell  for  more  or  less  than  that  sum. 
In  this  view  of  the  case,  the  land  was  considered  as  a  security  for  a 
stipulated  sum,  and  Hepburn  and  Dundas  were  constituted  trustees 
for  whoever  might  become  the  purchasers  6{  it  A  conveyance  to  Auld 
or  to  Dunlop  and  Co.  does  not  appear  to  have  been  contemplated. 
But  if,  in  point  of  law,  it  should  be  true  that  Auld,  by  neglecting  to 
proceed  against  Graham's  representatives  for  the  recovery  of  the  land, 
in  the  name  of  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  separated  the  interests  of  his 
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eonstituents,  this  can  surely  afford  no  sound  reason  for  setting  aside 
the  contract  It  is  sufficient,  if  Hepburn  and  Dundas  are  able  and 
ready  to  make  a  conveyance  when  they  shall  be  required  to  do  so. 

2d.  The  other  specific  relief  prayed  for,  is,  that  Hepburn  and  Dun- 
das may  be  credited  on  account  of  the  land  for  no  more  than  its  real 
value  in  March,  1809,  when  a  conveyance  was  tendered  and  refused. 
A  decree  of  this  sort  would  be  an  anomaly  in  the  jurisprudence  of  a 
court  of  equity.  It  would  be  an  affectation  of  decreeing  a  specific 
performance  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  upon  which  the  de-* 
cree  is  to  operate.  It  would  be,  in  fact,  to  make  a  contract  for  the 
parties  altogether  different  from  what  they  had  made  for 
themselves,  and  then  to  decree  *  an  execution  of  it.  There  [  *  200  3 
is  no  precedent,  and  certainly  no  principle  of  equity  to  sanc- 
tion such  a  decree.  Either  the  contract  of  the  parties  must  be  exe- 
cuted according  to  the  terms  of  it,  or  it  cannot  be  executed  at  alL 

The  only  remaining  question,  then,  is,  whether,  under  the  general 
prayer,  the  court  can  grant  any,  and  what  relief? 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  it  is  competent  to  Dunlop  and 
Co.  to  ask  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  so  far  as  it 
can  now  be  performed,  although  the  court  cannot  listen  to  a  similar 
prayer  from  Hepburn  and  Dundas.  But  this  is  not  the  relief  specifi- 
cally stated  in  this  bill ;  and  it  is  supposed  to  be  unreasonable  to 
compel  a  specific  performance  under  the  general  prayer  for  relief,  in 
opposition  to  the  specific  prayer  that  the  contract  may  be  set  aside. 
To  this  objection,  it  may  well  be  answered,  that  if  it  be  improper  to 
rescind,  or  to  modify  the  contract,  nothing  remains  to  be  done,  under 
the  general  prayer,  but  to  dismiss  the  bill,  or  to  decree  an  execution 
of  the  contract  But  as  the  former  cannot  be  presumed  to  be  the  ob- 
ject of  the  general  prayer,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  an  execution 
of  the  contract  was  intended  to  be  asked  for,  in  case  the  specific  re- 
lief should  be  denied. 

For  these  reasons  the  court  will  decree  a  specific  performance,  so 
far  as  it  is  practicable,  and  considering  Hepburn  and  Dundas  as 
trustees  for  the  person  or  persons,  to  whom  this  land  may  be  sold, 
the  conveyance  will  be  decreed  to  be  made  to  such  persons 
*a8  may  become  the  purchasers  of  tiie  land  under  the  [  *201  ] 
decree  of  this  court 

The  residue  of  the  decree  below,  which  allows  to  the  complainants, 
Danlop  and  Co.,  interest  upon  the  sum  awarded,  from  the  1st  of 
January,  1800,  to  the  time  of  the  decree,  is  objected  to  by  Hepburn 
and  Dundas,  upon  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  of  land,  to  whom 
neither  a  conveyance  has  been  made,  or  possession  delivered,  is  to  be 
considered  in  equity  as  the  owner,  and,  of  course,  entitied  to  the 

44* 
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rents  and  profits ;  and  that  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  the  purchase^ 
money  draws  after  it  a  correspondent  right  to  demand  interest,  upon 
the  same  until  it  is  paid.  This,  it  must  be  acknowledged,  is  the 
general  principle  which  prevails  in  the  courts  of  equitj. 

But  it  would  seem  to  be  inequitable  to  apply  it  to  a  case  like  the 
present.  Here  the  purchase-money  was  in  the  hands  of  tiie  vendor, 
at  the  time  the  contract  was  made.  It  consisted  of  a  debt  due  by 
the  vendor  to  the  purchaser,  which  the  former  bound  himself,  by  his 
agreement,  to  discharge  by  bills  of  exchange  or  cash,  or  by  an  assign- 
ment of  a  contract  for  land,  and  a  conveyance  of.  a  good  title  to  it, 
and  with  money  to  make  up  any  deficiency  which  might  arise  by  tiie 
agreed  price  of  the  land  falling  short  of  the  debt  Neither  bills  nor 
cash  were  paid,  nor  was  the  contract  assigned,  or  a  conveyance 
made,  for  it  turned  out  that  the  vendor  could  not  make  a  good  title 
to  the  whole  of  the  land  until  March,  1809.  They  have  always 
retained  possession,  and  the  land  is,  in  reality,  unproductive 
[  *  202  ]  of  profits  in  any  measure  equal  to  the  interest  on  the  *  debt. 
This  debt  unquestionably  bore  interest  firom  the  moment  it 
was  ascertained  and  agreed  to  be  paid ;  and  not  having  been  paid, 
nor  a  tender  of  a  good  title  to  the  land  made,  until  March,  1809,  it 
would  be  highly  unjust  to  stop  interest  on  the  debt,  until  that  period. 

The  written  arguments  of  the  counsel,  which  have  been  sent  to 
the  court,  present  two  questions  in  relation  to  interest,  which  remain 
to  be  noticed.  It  is  contended,  by  the  counsel  for  Dunlop  and  Co., 
that  interest  ought  to  be  calculated  upon  the  sum  composed  of 
principal  aild  interest,  stated,  by  the  arbitrators,  to  be  due  on  the  1st 
of  January,  1800,  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum,  firom  that  day. 
On  the  other  side,  it  is  insisted  that  no  more  than  5  per  cent  per 
annum  should  be  allowed,  and  this  not  on  the  sum  found  by  the 
arbitrators  to  be  due,  but  upon  the  principal  sum  only. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that,  although  the  award  does  not  direct 
the  sum' which  is  found  to  be  due  by  Hepburn  and  Dundas,  to  be 
paid  to  Dunlop  and  Co.,  yet  it  ascertains  the  sum  which  was  due  on 
the  Ist  of  January,  1800,  and  the  agreement  upon  which  tiie  sub- 
mission was  made  bound  Hepburn  and  Dundas  to  pay  that  sum, 
when  it  should  be  so  ascertained.  The  two  instruments,  taken 
together,  amount  to  a  contract  to  pay  a  specific  sum,  and  are  clearly 
within  the  words,  as  well  as  the  fair  interpretation  of  the  law  of 
Virginia,  passed  in  the  year  1796,  which  fixed  the  rate  of  interest  at 
6  per  cent  per  annum.  This  principle  being  settled,  it 
[  ^203  ]  foUows  that  the  interest  must  be  calculated  upon  the  •sum 
ascertained  by  the  award  to  be  due  on  the  Ist  of  Januaiy, 
1810.     To  separate  the  principal  firom  the  interest,  even  if  the  award 
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furnished  materials  for  such  an  operation,  would  be,  in  effect,  to  set 
aside  the  award,  and  to  vary  the  agreement  with  which  it  is  inti- 
mately connected. 

It  is  therefore  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  Hepburn  and  Dundas 
cmght  to  pay  interest  upon  the  sum  awarded  by  the  arbitrators,  after 
the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum,  from  the  1st  of  January,  1800,  to 
the  27th  of  March,  1809,  when  they  were  able  to  make,  and  did  in 
fact  tender,  a  good  and  sufficient  conveyance  to  the  agent  of  Dunlop 
and  Co.  From  the  27th  of  March,  1809,  interest  ought  to  stop ;  but 
Hepburn  and  Dundas  ought  to  account  with  Dunlop  and  Ck).,  for  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  6,000  acres  of  land,  from  that  period  to  the 
time  of  rendering  this  decree. 

2  W.  290;  3  W.  230;  12  P.  264;  6  H.  114. 


*  Thb  St.  Joze  Indiano.     Lizaur,  Claimant.    [  *208  ] 

1  W.  208. 

An  agent  abro&d,  who  purchases  in  pnrsnance  of  orders,  may  vest  the  property  immediately//;/'.  <y  -V^ 
in  his  principal,  by  purchasing  on  his  exclusive  credit,  or  making  an  absolute  appropriation  ^^^ -p.  ^7^  ^ 
of  the  property  to  him.  ^sSf   Q /  ^^ 

Bat  if  he  intends  to  execute  the  order  by  his  own  goods,  or  goods  purchased  on  his  own 
credit,  and  thus  made  his  own,  and  consigns  them  to  his  own  house,  to  be  delivered  to  the 
principal  when  certain  conditions  are  complied  with,  the  property  is  not  devested  from  the 
agent,  and  is  at  his  risk. 

Appeal  from  the  circmt  court  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts. 
The  ship  St  Joze  Indiano,  bound  from  Liverpool  to  Rio  de  Janeiro, 
was  captured  and  sent  into  the  United  States,  as  prize  of  war,  in  the 
summer  of  1814  The  ship  and  most  of  the  cargo  were  condemned  as 
British  property  in  the  circuit  court,  and  there  was  no  appeal  by  any 
of  the  claimants  except  in  behalf  of  Mr.  J.  Lizaur,  of  Rio  de  Janeiro. 
The  right  of  Mr.  J.  Lizaur  to  have  restitution  of  property  belonging 
to  him  at  the  time  of  capture,  was  not  contested  by  the  captors ;  but 
it  was  contended  that  the  property  in  question,  when  captured,  was 
at  the  risk  of  the  shippers,  Messrs.  Dyson,  Brothers,  and 
Co.,  of  Liverpool.  The  biU  of  *  lading  did  not  specify  any'  [  *  209  ] 
order,  or  account  and  risk.  The  invoice  was  headed, 
"  Consigned  to  Messrs.  Dyson,  Brothers,  and  Finnic,  by  order  and  for 
account  of  J.  Lizaur."    In  a  letter  accompanying  the  bill  of  lading 
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and  invoice,  of  the  4th  of  May,  1814,  from.  Dyson,  Brothers,  and  Co., 
to  Dyson,  Brothers,  and  Finnie,  they  say,  "  For  Mr.  lizaor,  we  open 
an  account  in  our  books  here,  and  debit  him,  &c.  We  cannot  yet 
ascertain  the  proceeds  of  his  hides,  &c,  but  find  his  order  for  goods 
will  far  exceed  the  amount  of  these  shipments ;  therefore,  we  consign 
the  whole  to  you,  that  you  may  come  to  a  proper  understanding  with 
him."  The  house  of  Dyson,  Brothers,  and  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  and  of 
Dyson,  Brothers,  and  Finnie,  of  Bio,  consist  of  the  same  persons; 
goods  claimed  in  behalf  of  the  latter  house  were  condemned  on  the 
ground  that  both  firms  represented  the  same  parties  in  interest,  and 
from  this  decision  there  was  no  appeal. 

Barpefy  for  the  appellant  and  claimant. 

Dexter^  contra. 

* 

[  *  211  ]  *  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and,  after 
stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 
The  single  question  presented  on  these  facts  is,  in  whom  tiie  prop- 
erty was  vested  at  the  time  of  its  transit;  if  in  Mr.  Lizaur,  then  it  is 
to  be  restored ;  if  in  the  shippers,  then  it  is  to  be  condemned.  It  is 
contended,  in  behalf  of  the  claimant,  that  the  goods  having  been 
purchased  by  the  order,  and  partly  with  the  funds,  of  Mr.  Lizaur, 
the  property  vested  in  him  immediately  by  the  purchase,  and  the  c(»> 
tract  being  executed  by  the  sale,  no  delivery  was  necessary  to  perfect 
the  legal  title ;  that  nothing  was  reserved  to  the  shippers  but  a  mere 
right  of  stoppage  in  transUuj  and  that,  if  they  had  been  burnt  before 
the  shipment,  or  lost  during  the  voyage,  the  loss  must  have  frdlen  en 

Mr.  Lizaur. 
[  *  212  ]  *  The  doctrine  as  to  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transiiuj  can- 
not apply  to  this  case.  That  right  exists  in  the  single  case 
of  insolvency,  and  presupposes,  not  only  that  the  property  has  passed 
to  the  consignee,  but  that  possession  is  in  a  third  person  in  the  transit 
to  the  consignee.  It  cannot,  therefore,  touch  a  case  where  the  actual 
or  constructive  possession  still  remains  in  the  shipper  or  his  exclusive 
agents.  In  general,  the  rules  of  the  prize  court,  as  to  the  vesting  of 
property,  are  the  same  with  those  of  the  common  law,  by  which  the 
thing  sold,  after  the  completion  of  the  contract,  is  properly  at  the 
risk  of  the  purchaser.  But  the  question  still  recurs,  when  is  the  con- 
tract executed  ?  It  is  certainly  competent  for  an  agent  abroad,  who 
purchases  in  pursuance  of  orders,  to  vest  the  property  in  his  principai 
immediately  on  the  purchase.  This  is  the  case  when  he  purchases 
exclusively  on  the  credit  of  his  principal,  or  makes  an  abcpolute 


FEBRUABY  TERM,  1816.  525 

The  St  Jose  Indiano.    1  W. 

appropriation  and  *  designation  of  the  property  for  his  [*213] 
piincipaL  But  where  a  merchant  abroad,  in  pursuance  of 
orders,  either  sells  his  own  goods,  or  purchases  goods  on  his  own  credit, 
(and  thereby,  in  reality,  becomes  the  owner,)  no  property  in  the  goods 
vests  in  his  correspondent  until  he  has  done  some  notorious  act  to 
devest  himself  of  his  title,  or  has  parted  with  the  possession  by  an 
actual  and  unconditional  delivery  for  the  use  of  such  correspondent. 
Until  that  time  he  has  in  contemplation  the  exclusive  property,  as 
'well  as  possession ;  and  it  is  not  a  wrongful  act  in  him  to  convert 
ihem  to  any  use  which  he  pleases.  He  is  at  liberty  to  contract  upon 
any  new  engagements,  or  substitute  any  new  conditions  in  relation 
to  the  shipment.  These  principles  have  been  frequently  recognized 
in  prize  causes  heretofore  decided  in  this  court  In  the  present  case, 
the  delivery  to  the  master  was  not  for  the  use  of  Mr.  Lizaur, 
but  for  the  consignees,  a  house  composed  of  the  •same  [  •214  ] 
persons  as  the  shippers,  and  acting  as  their  agents.  They, 
therefore,  retained  the  constructive  possession,  as  well  as  right  of 
property,  in  the  shippers ;  and  it  is  apparent  from  the  letter,  that  the 
shippers  meant  to  reserve  to  themselves  and  to  their  agents,  in  rela- 
tion to  the  shipment,  all  those  powers  which  ownership  gives  over 
property.  It  is  material,  also,  in  this  view,  that  all  the  papers  re- 
specting the  shipment^  were  addressed  to  their  own  house,  or  to  a 
house  acting  as  their  agents,  and  the  claimants  could  have  no  know- 
ledge or  control  of  the  shipment,  unless  by  the  consent  of  the  con- 
signees, under  future  arrangements  to  be  dictated  by  them.  In  this 
view,  this  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  that  of  Messrs.  Kimmell 
and  Alvers ;  and  it  steers  wide  of  the  distinction  upon  which  Messrs. 
Wilkins's  claim  was  sustained.  The  Merrimack,  8  C.  317.  The 
authorities  also  cited  at  the  curgument  by  the  captors  are  exceed- 
ingly strong  to  the  same  effect.  The  Aurora,  4  Bob.  218,  ap- 
proaches very  near  to  the  present  case.  There  the  shipment,  by 
the  express  agreement  of  the  parties,  was,  in  reality,  going  for 
the  use,  and  by  the  order,  of  the  purchaser,  but  consigned  to  other 
persons,  who  were  to  deliver  them  if  they  were  satisfied  for  the 
payment.  And  Sir  William  Scott  there  quotes  a  case  as  having 
been  lately  decided,  where  goods  sent  by  a  merchant  in  Holland,  to 
A.,  a  person  in  America,  by  order,  and  for  account,  of  B.,  with  direc- 
tions not  to  deliver  them  unless  satisfaction  should  be  given  for  the 
payment,  were  condemned  as  the  property  of  the  Dutch  shippers. 

•  On  the  whole,  the  court  are  unanimously  of  opinion  [  •  215  ] 
that  the  goods  included  in  this  shipment  were,  during  their 
transit,  the  property,  and  at  the  risk  of  the  shippers,  and,  therefore, 
subject  to  condemnation.     The  claim  of  Mr.  Lizaur  must,  therefore, 
be  rejected.         *  Sentence  q^rmedj  wUh  costs. 


/ 
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Benner  and  Bussabb  t;.  Marshall. 
1 W.  ai5. 

^  'p  /  J  '  The  commenoement  of  another  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action  in  the  court  of  another 
State  since  the  last  continuance,  cannot  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the  original  snit. 

If  matter  in  abatement  is  pleaded  fuu  darrein  continuance,  the  judgment,  if  against  the 
defendant,  is  peremptory. 

Where  the  action  is  brought  for  a  sum  certain,  or  which  may  be  rendered  certain  by  compu- 
tation, judgment  for  the  damages  may  be  entered  by  the  court  without  a  writ  of  inquiry. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  for  Wash* 
ington  county.  The  defendant  in  error,  at  June  term,  1813,  declared 
against  the  plaintiffii  in  error,  in  assumpsUj  upon  an  inland  bill  of 
exchange,  drawn  by  one  Rootes,  on  Renner  and  Bussaid,  and 
accepted  by  them ;  to  which  declaration  they  pleaded  non  assumpsit^ 
and  issue  was  thereupon  joined,  and  the  cause  was  continaedto 

December  term,  1813.  At  that  term  the  plaintifls  in  error 
[  *  216  ]  appeared,  and  *  pleaded  that,  after  the  last  continuance, 

another  suit  for  tiie  same  cause  of  action  was  commenced^ 
in  a  state  court  in  Virginia.  This  plea  having  been  adjudged  bad, 
a  final  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiHs,  and  tiie  damages 
assessed  by  the  court 

[  *  217  ]      *  Jones  and  Key^  for  the  plsuntLff  in  error 

Lecy  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  first  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  commencement  of 
another  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action  in  the  court  of  another 
State,  since  the  last  continuance,  can  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of 
the  original  suit.  It  is  very  clear  that  it  cannot.  A  subsequent  suit 
may  be  abated  by  an  allegation  of  the  pendency  of  a  prior  suit ;  bat 
the  converse  of  the  proposition  is,  in  personal  actions,  never  true. 
The  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  over* 

ruling  the  plea,  was  therefore  correct 

(  *  218  ]       *  The  next  question  is,  whether  the  judgment  rendered  on 

the  overruling  of  the  plea  ought  to  have  been  peremptory, 

or  an  award  of  respondeas  ouster.     This  point  is  completely  settied 

by  authority.    If  matter  in  abatement  be  pleaded /mis  darrien  conr 
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tinuancej  the  judgment,  if  against  the  defendant,  is  peremptory,  as 
well  on  demurrer  as  on  triaL 

The  last  question  is,  whether  judgment  could  be  entered  up  for 
the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  his  damages  by  the  court,  without  a 
writ  of  inquiry.  This  also  is  completely  settled  by  authority  in  all 
cases,  whether  the  action  is  brought  for  a  sum  certain,  or  which  may 
be  made  certain  by  computation. 

Judgment  affirmed^  with  costs. 

13  P.  1S6. 


*  Morean  v.  The  United  States  Insurance  Company.  [  *  219  ] 

1  W.  219. 

The  insarer  on  memorandam  articles  is  only  liable  for  a  total  loss,  which  can  nerer  happen  y//  (Sf  o 
where  the  cargo,  or  a  part  of  it,  has  been  sent  on  by  the  insured,  and  reaches  the  original /^m/z^  e^  ^ 
port  of  its  destination.  J'/Z-f      ^   •  ^ 

Wliere  the  ship  being  cast  on  shore  near  the  port  of  destination,  the  agent  of  the  insured 
employed  persons  to  unlade  as  much  of  the  cargo  (of  corn)  as  could  be  saved,  and  nearly 
one  half  was  landed,  dried,  and  sent  on  to  the  port  of  destination,  and  sold  by  the  con- 
signees at  about  one  quarter  the  price  of  sound  com;  this  was  held  not  to  be  a  total  loss, 
and  the  insurer  not  to  be  liable. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Pennsylvania.  This 
was  an  action  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  upon  a  policy  of 
insurance,  dated  the  14th  of  December,  1812,  on  goods  on  board  the 
brig  Betsey,  at  and  from  Cape  Henry,  to  Lisbon,  at  a  premium  of 
six  per  cent,  on  which  fj^SflOO  were  underwritten  by  the  defendants, 
and  valued  at  that  sum,  declared  to  be  against  all  risks,  except 
British  capture,  warranted  American  property.  The  jury  found'  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  tiie  court,  upon  the 
following  facts  agreed  by  the  parties.  The  cargo  consisted  of  4,406 
bushels  of  Indian  corn,  one  hundred  barrels  of  navy  bread,  and 
twenty  barrels  of  corn  meal.  The  brig  sailed  from  Baltimore,  on 
the  11th  of  November,  1812,  afid  from  Cape  Henry,  on  the  13th  of 
the  same  month.  She  experienced  on  her  voyage  many 
and  severe  gales  of  *  wind-  On  the  18th  of  December,  [  *  220  ] 
she  passed  the  rock  of  Lisbon,  and  came  to  anchor  about 
four  miles  below  Belem  Castle.  She  leaked  considerably,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  injury  she  had  sustained  from  the  severe  gales  to 
which  she  had  been  exposed.     After  passing  the  rock  the  wind  died 


528         SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Morean  v.  United  Sutes  Insurance  Co.    1  W. 

away,  and  the  current  being  adverse,  she  came  to  anchor.  The 
master  and  supercargo  landed,  went  through  the  customary  forms  at 
Belem  to  obtain  a  permit  to  pass  the  castle,  and  then  proceeded  to 
Lisbon.  The  health  boat  visited  the  brig,  and  ordered  h«r  to  get 
above  the  castle  as  soon  as  possible.  On  the  19th,  she  was  again 
exposed  to  a  heavy  and  fatal  gale,  and  drove  ashore  near  to  tiie 
Belem  Castle,  the  sea  breaking  over  her,  and  the  crew  hanging  by 
the  rigging  to  preserve  their  lives.  The  supercargo  considered  botii 
vessel  and  cargo  as  totally  lost  By  directions  of  the  custom-house, 
as  much  of  the  cargo  as  could  be  got  out,  was  unladen  by  a  number 
of  French  prisoners,  who  were  employed  for  that  purpose.  The 
cargo  was  all  wet,  and  the  part  of  it  which  was  then  taken  out  was 
carried  to  the  fort,  where  it  was  spread  and  dried.  Prom  thence  it  was 
carried  to  Lisbon  in  lighters,  and  was  sold  in  the  corn  market  by  the 
consignee  of  the  cargo.  The  quantity  so  saved  and  sold  amounted 
to  about  1,988  bushels,  which  was  sold  at  fifty  cents  a  bushel, 
whereas  the  price  of  sound  corn  was  two  dollars  and  twenty-five 
cents  a  bushel.  The  supercargo  petitioned  for  liberty  to  sell  the  com 
at  the  place  where  it  was  first  deposited  and  dried,  which  could  not 

be  granted,  and  he  was  obliged  to  submit  to  the  custom  of 
[  ^221  ]  the  place,  and  allow  it  to  be  sold  at  the  com  •market 

The  brig  was  so  completely  wrecked,  that  she  was  sold, 
with  her  materials,  where  she  lay,  in  lots.  Had  the  supercargo  been 
left  to  the  firee  exercise  of  his  own  judgment,  he  would  not  have 
attempted  to  save  any  part  of  the  cargo,  in  consequence  of  the 
total  damage,  and  the  great  expense  of  saving  it  The  net  proceeds 
of  the  cargo  were  not  much  more  than  the  expenses  of  saving  it, 
including  those  of  the  supercargo.  The  port  of  Lisbon  commences 
above  Belem  Castle,  and  the  custom  of  the  place  is,  to  discharge 
cargoes  of  com  between  that  castle  and  Cantara,  which  latter  place 
is  from  one  to  two  miles  below  Lisbon.  The  vessel  never  arrived  at 
her  port  of  discharge.  On  the  22d  of  December  she  was  entered  at 
the  custom-house,  by  the  American  vice-consul,  which,  he  said,  was 
necessary ;  but  port  dues  do  not  attach  to  vessels  till  they  pass  the 
castle.  Still,  as  part  of  the  cargo  was  carried  to  Lisbon,  the  entry 
was  made  by  the  consul,  and  the  dues  were  paid.  On  the  lllh  of 
March,  1813,  the  plaintiff,  having  received  notice  of  the  shipwreck, 
offered  to  abandon,  which  was  refused.  Upon  these  facts,  the  circuit 
court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  and  the  cause  was  brought 
by  writ  of  error  into  this  court 

Pinkney,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Harper,  contra. 
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*  Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and,  [  \22^  ] 
after  stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  ^- 

All  considerations  connected  with  the  loss  of  the  cargo,  in  respect 
to  quantity  or  value,  may,  at  once,  be  dismissed  firom  the  case.  As 
to  memorandum  articles,  the  insurer  agrees  to  pay  for  a  total  loss 
only,  the  insured  taking  upon  himself  all  partial  losses  without 
exception. 

If  the  property  arrive  at  the  port  of  discharge,  reduced  in  quantity 
or  value,  to  any  amount,  the  loss  cannot  be  said  to  be  total  in  reality, 
and  the  insured  cannot  treat  it  as  a  total,  and  demand  an  indemnity 
for  a  partial  loss.  There  is  no  instance  where  the  insured  can 
demand  as  for  a  total  loss,  that  he  might  not  have  declined  an  aban* 
donment,  and  demand  a  partial  loss.  But  if  the  properly  insured  be 
included  within  the  memorandum,  he.  cannot,  under  any  circum- 
stances, call  upon  the  insurer  for  a  partial  loss,  and,  consequently,  he 
cannot  elect  to  turn  it  into  a  total  loss.  These  principles 
are  clearly  established  by  the  case  of  Mason  v,  Skurray,  *  [  *  225  ] 
at  N.  P.  1780;  Park,  116;  Marshall,  Condy's  eA223; 
Neilson  v.  The  Columbian  Insurance  Company,  3  Caines's  R.  108 ; 
Cocking  V.  Frazer,  Park,  114  ;  Marshall,  227,  Condy's  ed. ;  M' An- 
drews V.  Vaughan,  at  N.  P.  1793,  lb. ;  Dyson  v.  Rowcroft,  3  Bos. 
&  PuL  474 ;  and  Magrath  and  Huggins  v.  Church,  1  Caines's  R. 
196.  The  only  question  that  can  possibly  arise,  in  relation  to 
memorandum  articles,  is,  whether  the  loss  was  total  or  not;  and 
this  can.  never  happen  where  the  cargo,  or  a  part  of  it,  has  been 
sent  on  by  the  insured,  and  reaches  the  original  port  of  its  des- 
tination. Being  there  specifically,  the  insurer  has  complied  with 
his  engagements ;  every  thing  like  a  promise  of  indemnity  against 
loss  or  damage  to  the  cargo  being  excluded  firom  the  policy.  If 
the  question  turn  upon  the  totality  of  the  loss,  unconnected  with 
the  subject  of  loss,  by  deterioration  of  the  cargo  in  value,  or  reduc- 
tion in  quantity,  there  is  no  difference  between  memorandum  and 
other  articles.  If  the  loss  be  total  in  reality,  or  is  such  as  the  insured 
is  permitted  to  treat  as  such,  he  is  entitled  to  abandon  and  recover 
as  for  a  total  loss  in  the  case  of  memorandum  articles,  but  always 
with  this  exception,  that  he  is  not  permitted  to  turn  a  partial  into  a 
total  loss.  Keeping  this  distinction  in  view,  the  loss  of  the  voyage 
by  capture,  shipwreck,  or  otherwise,  may  be  treated  as  a  total  loss. 
This  is  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  Dyson  v.  Rowcroft,  in  which  the 
light  to  abandon  was  placed,  not  upon  the  ground  of  deterioration  of 
the  cargo,  but  upon  the  justifiable  necessity  which  resulted 
fi-om  it  of  throwing  the  cajgo  overboard;  •this  was,  in  [  *226  ] 
efiect,  the  same  thing  as  if  it  had,  in  a  storm,  been  swept 
VOL.  III.  45 
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from  the  deck.  Such,  too,  was  the  case  of  Manning  e;.  Newnham,  Paik| 
169.  In  Cocking  v.  Frazer,  no  snch  necessity  existed,  and  the  break- 
ing up  of  the  voyage  was  attempted  to  be  justified  by  the  damaged 
state  of  the  cargo,  which,  per  se^  did  not  justify  the  insured  in  put- 
ting an  end  to  the  voyage,  and  thus  to  turn  a  partial  loss,  for  which 
the  insurer  was  not  liable,  into  a  total  loss.  Magrath  and  Hnggins 
V,  Church  establishes  the  same  doctrine.  Now,  what  is  the  present 
case  ?  The  ship  being  thrown  on  shore,  within  a  mile  or  two  from  her 
port  of  destination,  the  agent  for  the  insured  employs  persons  to 
unlade  as  much  of  the  cargo  as  could  be  saved,  and  neaily  one  half 
was,  by  his  exertions,  landed,  dried,  and  sent  to  the  market  at  Lisbon, 
and  sold  by  the  consignees,  at  about  one  quarter  the  price  of  sound 
com,  leaving  a  very  inconsiderable  sum  for  the  owner,  after  paying  the 
expenses.  Is  not  this  precisely  the  case  of  Neilson  v.  The  Columbian 
Insurance  Company,  and  Anderson  t;.  The  same,  3  Caines's  B.  108,  with 
this  diiference  only,  that  in  the  first  case  the  insured  declined  sending 
on  the  corn,  when  he  might  have  done  so,  and,  consequently,  he  was 
not  permitted  to  turn  a  partial  into  a  total  loss  by  his  own  neglect ; 
and,  in  the  latter  case,  part  of  the  cargo  having  been  rescued  from 
the  wreck,  before  the  oflFer  to  abandon  was  made,  the  insured  could 

not  claim  as  for  a  total  loss,  either  on  account  of  the  injury 
[  *227  ]  which  *the  com  had  sustained,  or  of  his  own  act  in  not 

sending  it  forward  to  its  port  of  destination.  In  the  case 
now  before  the  court,  the  cargo  which  was  saved  was  sent  forward 
and  sold  at  the  port  of  its  destination. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  above  referred  to,  the  cases  of  Biays 
[  •  228  ]  V.  The  Chesapeake  Insurance  Company,  7  C.  415,  *  and  Mar- 

cardier  v.  The  same,  8  C.  39,  in  this  court,  are  strongly  appli- 
[  *  229  ]  cable  to  the  present,  and  seem  in  a  •great  measure  to  settle  it 

But  it  is  contended,  by  the  counsel  for  the  pl&intifi',  that  if 
[  •  230  ]  the  loss  be  such  *  as  that  the  insured  might  at  one  time  have 

treated  it  as  total,  it  continues  to  be  so,  unless  at  the  time 
[  *  231  ]  *  when  the  ofier  to  abandon  is  made,  it  is  restored  to  hi§ 

possession,  clear  of  the  effects  of  the  peril,  and  in  a  con- 
dition to  prosecute  the  voyage.  Now,  this  is  certainly  not  the 
condition  of  property,  which,  at  the  time  of  the  offer  to  abandon,  is 
in  the  possession  of  a  recaptor,  who  has  a  right  to  retain  it  until  he 
is  paid  his  salvage.  But,  in  the  present  case,  the  com  never  was  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  agents  of  the  insured,  who  exercised  every 
act  of  ownership  over  it,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms of  the  country  to  which  it  was  sent,  with  which  the  insurer 
and  insured  are  supposed  to  have  been  acquainted  at  the  time  they 
entered  into  this  contract,  and  to  which  they  impliedly  agreed  to 
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submit.  The  cargo  which  was  landed,  not  only  continued  in  the 
possession,  and  under  the  direction,  of  the  agents  of  the  insured, 
but  it  was  relieved  from  the  effects  of  the  peril,  as  between  the 
insurer  and  insured,  and  it  was  not  only  in  a  condition  to  prosecute 
the  voyage,  but  it  did,  in  reality,  complete  it.  Upon  the  whole,  it  is 
the  opinion  of  the  court  that  this  is  not  such  a  loss  as  the  defendants 
engaged  to  indemnify  against,  and  that  judgment  should  be  given  in 
their  favor. 

judgment  affirmed, 

7  H.  595. 


•  Welch  v.  Mandeville.  [  •233  ] 

1  W.  283. 

A  nominal  plaintiff,  suing  for  the  benefit  of  his  assignee,  cannot,  by  a  dismissal  of  the  soitcf  14^.*^ '  "^ 
under  a  collosive  agreement  with  the  defendant,  create  a  valid  bar  against  a  sabseqnent  S//- 
salt  for  the  same  cause  of  action. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  for  Alex- 
andria county. 

LeCy  for  the  plaintiffl 

Swaniti  for  the  defendant 

Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  question  upon  these  pleadings  comes  to  this,  whether 
a  nominal  plaintiff,  suing  for  the  benefit  of  *  his  assignee,  [  *  236  ] 
can,  by  a  dismissal  of  the  suit  under  a  collusive  agreement    . 
with  the  defendant,  create  a  valid  bar  against  any  subsequent  suit 
for  the  same  cause  of  action. 

Courts  of  law,  following  in  this  respect  the  rules  of  equity,  now 
take  notice  of  assignments  of  choses  in  action^  and  exert  themselves 
to  afford  them  every  support  and  protection  not  inconsistent  with  the 
established  principles  and  modes  of  proceeding  which  govern  tribu- 
nals acting  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law.  They  will 
not,  therefore,  give  efiect  to  a  release  procured  by  the  defendant  under 
a  covinous  combination  with  the  assignor  in  fraud  of  his  assignee, 
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nor  pennit  the  assignor  injuriously  to  interfere  with  the  conduct  of 
any  suit  commenced  by  his  assignee,  to  enforce  the  rights  which 
passed  under  the  assignment.  The  dismissal  of  the  former  suit 
stated  in  the  pleadings  in  the  present  case,  was  certainly  not  a 
retraxit;  and  if  it  had  been,  it  would  not  have  availed  the  parties, 
since  it  was  procured  by  fraud.  Admitting  a  dismissal  of  a  suit,  by 
agreement,  to  be  a  good  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit,  (on  which  we  give 
no  opinion,)  it  can  be  so  only  when  it  is  bond  fide^  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  the  rights  of  third  persons.  It  would  be  strange 
indeed,  if  parties  could  be  allowed,  under  the  protection  of  its  forms, 
to  defeat  the  whole  objects  and  purposes  of  the  law  itself. 

It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the 

circuit  court,  overruling  the  replication  to  the  second  plea 
[  *  237  ]  of  the  defendant  is  *  erroneous,  and  the  same  is  reversed,  and 

the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

Jtidgment  reversed. 

5  W.  277. 


[  •238  ]  •  L'Invinoible.    The  Consul  of  France)  and  Hill  and 

IVFCoBB,  Claimants. 

1  W.  288. 

^H(  iP  ^  ^^  exclasire  cognizance  of  pruee  qnestions  belongs  in  general  to  the  captnring  power,  anA 
the  courts  of  other  oonntries  will  not  undertake  to  redress  alleged  marine  torts  oommitted 
by  public  armed  yessels  in  assertion  of  belligerent  rights. 

This  applies  to  privateers,  duly  commissioned. 

Bat  oar  courts  of  admiralty  will  take  jurisdiction,  to  inquire  if  the  alleged  wrongdoer  is 
duly  commissioned,  or  has,  by  the  use  of  oar  territory,  to  increase  his  force,  trespassed  on 
oar  neatral  rights. 

If  a  prirateer  of  another  nation  is  recaptured  by  one  of  our  privateers,  and  libelled  for  sal- 
rage,  a  court  of  admiralty  cannot  entertain  jurisdiction  to  give  damages  against  the  foreign 
privateer,  for  an  alleged  tortious  capture  of  a  vessel  belonging  to  dtisens  of  tilie  United 
States,  though  such  vessel  is  no  longer  in  the  possession  of  the  foreign  captor,  and  there- 
fore cannot  be  proceeded  against  in  his  own  courts. 

The  case  of  Del  Col  v.  Arnold,  3  D.  336,  questioned. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts. 

The  French  private  armed  ship  L'Invincible,  duly  commissioned 
as  a  cruiser,  was,  in  March,  1813,  captured  by  the  British  brig  of 
war  La  Mutine,  In  the  same  month  she  was  recaptured  by  the 
American  privateer,  Alexander ;  was  again  captured  on  or  about 
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the  10th  of  May,  1813,  by  a  British  squadron,  consistmg  of  the  frig- 
ates Shannon  and  Tenedos ;  and  afterwards,  in  the  same 
month,  again  recaptured  by  the  American  privateer  *  Young  [  *  239  ] 
Teazer,  carried  into  Portland,  and  libelled  in  the  district 
court  of  Maine,  for  adjudication,  as  prize  of  war.  The  proceedings, 
so  far  as  material  to  be  stated,  were  as  follows :  At  a  special  term  of 
the  district  court,  held  in  June,  1813,  a  claim  was  interposed  by  the 
French  consul,  on  behalf  of  the  French  owners,  alleging  the  special 
facts  above  mentioned,  and  claiming  restitution  of  the  ship  and  cargo, 
on  payment  of  salvage.  A  special  claim  was  also  interposed  by 
Mark  L.  Hill  and  Thomas  M'Cobb,  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  owners  of  the  ship  Mount  Hope,  alleging,  among  other  things, 
that  the  said  ship,  having  on  board  a  cargo  on  freight,  belonging  to 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Charles- 
ton, S.  C,  to  Cadiz,  was,  on  the  high  seas,  in  the  kitter  part  of  March, 
1813,  in  violation  of  the  law  of  nations,  and  of  treaties,  captured  by 
L' Invincible,  before  her  capture  by  La  Mutine,  and  carried  to  places 
unknown  to  the  claimants,  whereby  the  said  ship  Mount  Hope,  and 
cargo,  became  wholly  lost  to  the  owners ;  and  thereupon  praying, 
among  other  things,  that  after  payment  of  salvage,  the  residue  of 
said  ship  L'Invincible,  and  cargo,  might  be  condemned  and  sold  for 
the  payment  of  the  damages  sustained  by  the  claimants.  At  the 
same  term,  by  consent,  an  interlocutory  decree  of  condemnation  to 
the  captors,  passed  against  said  ship  L'Invincible,  and  she  was 
ordered  to  be  sold,  and  one  moiety  of  the  proceeds,  after  deducting 
expenses,  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  captors,  as  salvage,  and  the 
other  moiety  to  be  brought  into  court,  to  abide  the  final 
decision  of  the  respective  claims  of  •the  French  consul  and  [  •240  J 
Messrs.  HiU  and  M'Cobb.  The  cause  was  then  continued 
for  a  further  hearing  unto  September  term,  1813,  when  Messrs.  Mai- 
sonarra  and  Devouet,  of  Bayonne,  owners,  of  L'Invincible,  appeared 
under  protest,  and,  in  answer  to  the  libel  and  claim  of  Messrs.  Hill 
and  M'Cobb,  alleged,  among  other  things,  that  the  ship  Mount  Hope 
was  lawfully  captured  by  L'Invincible,  on  account  of  having  a  Brit- 
ish license  on  board,  and  of  other  suspicious  circumstances,  inducing 
a  belief  of  British  interests,  and  ordered  to  Bayonne  for  adjudication; 
that  (as  the  protestants  believed)  on  the  voyage  to  Bayonne,  The 
Mount  Hope  was  recaptured,  by  a  British  cruiser,  sent  into  some 
port  of  Great  Britain,  and  there  finally  restored  by  the  court  of  admir- 
alty to  the  owners,  after  which  she  pursued  her  voyage,  and  safely 
arrived,  with  her  cargo,  at  Cadiz,  and  the  protestants  thereupon 
prayed  that  the  claim  of  Messrs.  Hill  and  M'Cobb  might  be  dismissed. 
The  replication  of  Messrs.  HiU  and  M'Cobb  denied  the  legality  of 

45^ 
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the  capture,  and  the  having  a  British  license  on  board  The  Moimt 
Hope,  and  alleged  embezzlement  and  spoliation  by  the  crew  of 
L'lnyincible^  upon  the  captnre ;  admitted  the  recaptore  by  a  British 
cruiser,  and  the  restitution  by  the  admiralty  upon  payment  of 
expenses,  and  prayed  that  the  protestants  might  be  directed  to  sppeei 
absolutely,  and  without  protest.  Upon  these  allegations,  the  district 
court  overruled  the  objections  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 

compeUed  the  owners  of  L'Invincible  to  appear  absolutely, 
[  *241  ]  and  without  protest,  and  thereupon  the  *  owners  appeared 

absolutely,  and  alleged  the  same  matters  in  defence  which 
were  stated  in  their  answer  under  protest,  and  prayed  the  court  to 
assign  Messrs.  Hill  and  IVFCobb  to  answer  interrogatories  tonching 
the  premises,  which  was  ordered  by  the  court  Accordingly,  Messrs. 
Hill  and  M'Cobb  made  answer  to  the  interrogatories  proposed, 
except  an  interrogatory  which  required  a  disclosure  of  the  fact^ 
whether  there  was  a  British  license  on  board,  which  M'Cobb  (who 
was  master  of  The  Mount  Hope  at  the  time  of  the  capture)  declined 
answering,  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  not  compelled  to  answer 
any  question,  the  answer  to  which  would  subject  him  to  a  penalty, 
forfeiture,  or  punishment ;  and  this  refusal  the  district  court,  on  appli- 
cation, allowed.  Hill,  in  answer  to  the  same  interrogatory,  denied 
any  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  a  British  license.  The  cause  was 
thereupon  heard  on  the  allegations  and  evidence  of  the  parties,  and 
the  district  court  decreed  that  Messrs.  Hill  and  M'Ck)bb  should  re- 
cover against  the  owners  of  L'Invincible  the  sum  of  |(9,000  damages, 
and  the  costs  of  suit.  From  this  decree  the  owners  appealed  to  ihe 
circuit  court,  and  in  tiiat  court  their  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  was 
sustained,  and  the  claim  of  Messrs.  Hill  and  M'Ck>bb  dismissed, 
with  costs.  An  appeal  was,  thereupon,  entered  by  them  to  this 
court 

Dexter^  iot  the  appellants. 

Pinkmy^  tot  the  respondents. 

[  •  262  ]      •  Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  would  be  difficult  to  distinguish  this  case,  in  principle, 
fifom  those  of  the  United  States  v.  Peters,  J.,  3  D.  121,  The  Cassius  and 
The  Exchange,  7  C.  116,  decided  in  this  court  The  only  circumstance, 
in  fact,  in  which  they  differ,  is,  that  in  those  cases,  the  vessels  were  the 
property  of  the  nation ;  in  this,  it  belongs  to  private  adventurers.  But 
the  commission  under  which  they  acted  was  the  same;  the  same 
sovereign  power  which  could  claim  immunities  in  those  cases,  equally 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1816.  585 

L'lnTindble.    1  W. 

demands  them  in  this ;  and  although  the  privateer  may  be  considered 
a  volunteer  in  the  war,  it  is  not  less  a  part  of  the  efficient  national 
force,  set  in  action  for  the  purpose  of  subduing  an  enemy.  There 
may  be,  indeed,  one  shade  of  difference  between  them,  and 
it  *is  that  which  is  suggested  by  Rutherforth,  in  the  passage  [  *253  ] 
quoted  in  the  argument  The  hull,  or  the  owners  of  the 
privateer,  may,  perhaps,  under  some  circumstances,  be  subject  to 
damages  in  a  neutral  court,  after  the  courts  of  the  captor  have 
decided  that  the  capture  was  not  sanctioned  by  his  sovereign.  But, 
until  such  a  decision,  the  seizure  by  a  private  armed  vessel  is  as 
much  the  act  of  the  sovereign,  and  entitled  to  the  same  exemption 
from  scrutiny,  as  the  seizure  by  a  national  vessel.  In  the  case  of 
The  Cassius,  which  belonged  to  the  F^nch  republic,  the  vessel  was 
finally  prosecuted  and  condemned  on  an  information  qui  tam^  imder 
the  act  of  congress,  for  an  illegal  outfit,  and  thus  had  applied  to  her, 
under  the  statute,  the  principle  which  dictated  the  decision  in  the  case 
of  Talbot  V.  Jansen,  3  D.  133,  with  relation  to  a  private  armed  vesseL 
As  to  the  restitution  of  prizes,  made  in  violation  of  neutrality,  there 
could  be  no  reason  suggested  for  creating  a  distinction  between  the 
national  and  the  private  armed  vessels  of  a  belligerent.  Whilst  a 
neutral  yields  to  other  nations  the  unobstructed  exercise  of  their 
sovereign  or  belligerent  rights,  her  own  dignity  and  security  require 
of  her  the  vindication  of  her  own  neutrality,  and  of  her  sovereign 
right  to  remain  the  peaceable  and  impartial  spectator  of  the  war. 
As  to  her,  it  is  immaterial  in  whom  the  property  of  the  offending 
vessel  is  vested.  The  commission  under  which  the  captors  act  is  the 
same,  and  that  alone  communicates  the  right  of  capture  even  to  a 
vessel  which  is  national  property. 

*  But  it  is  contended  that,  admitting  the  general  principle,  [  *  254  ] 
that  the  exclusive  cognizance  of  prize  questions  belongs  to 
the  capturing  power,  still,  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case 
constitute  an  exception,  inasmuch  as  the  recapture  of  The  Mount 
Hope  puts  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  French  courts  to  exercise  juris- 
diction over  the  case.  This  leads  us  to  inquire  into  the  real  ground 
upon  which  the  exclusive  cognizance  of  prize  questions  is  yielded  to 
the  courts  of  the  capturing  power.  For  the  appellants,  it  is  con- 
tended, that  it  rests  upon  the  possession  of  the  subject-matter  of  that 
jurisdiction ;  and  as  the  loss  of  possession  carries  with  it  the  loss  of 
capacity  to  sit  in  judgment  on  the  question  of  prize  or  no  prize,  it 
follows  that  the  right  of  judging  reverts  to  the  State  whose  citizen 
has  been  devested  of  his  property.  On  the  other  hand,  I  presume, 
by  the  reference  to  Rutherforth,  we  are  to  understcmd  it  to  be  con- 
tended, that  it  is  a  right  conceded  by  the  customary  law  of  nations, 
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because  the  captor  is  reeponsible  to  his  80vereign>  and  the  sovereigii 
to  other  nations. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  rests  upon  other  grounds ;  and,  that 
the  views  of  Vattel  on  the  subject  are  the  most  reconcilable  to  reaaon, 
and  the  nature  of  things,  and  furnish  the  easiest  solution  of  all  the 
questions  which  arise  under  this  head  That  it  is  a  consequence  of 
the  equality  and  absolute  independence  of  sovereign  States,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  of  the  duty  to  observe  uniform  impartial  neutrality, 
on  the  other. 

Under  the  former,  every  sovereign  becomes  the  acknow- 
[  *  255  ]  ledged  arbiter  of  his  own  justice,  and  cannot,  consistently* 

with  his  dignity,  stoop  to  appear  at  the  bar  of  other  nations 
to  defend  the  acts  of  his  conynissioned  agents,  much  less  the  justice 
and  legality  of  those  rules  of  conduct  which  he  prescribes  to  them* 
Under  the  latter,  neutrals  are  bound  to  withhold  their  interference 
between  the  captor  and  the  captured ;  to  consider  the  fact  of  posses- 
sion as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  right.  Under  this,  it  is,  also, 
that  it  becomes  unlawful  to  devest  a  captor  of  possession  even  of  the 
ship  of  a  citizen,  when  seized  under  a  charge  of  having  trespassed 
upon  belligerent  rights. 

In  this  case,  the  capture  is  not  made  as  of  a  vessel  of  the  neutral 
power;  but  as  of  one  who,  quitting  his  neutrality,  voluntarily 
arranges  himself  under  the  banners  of  the  enemy.  On  this  subject 
there  appears  to  be  a  tacit  convention  between  the  neutral  and 
belligerent;  that,  on  the  one  hand,  the  neutral  State  shall  not  be 
implicated  in  the  misconduct  of  the  individual ;  and,  on  the  other, 
that  -Qie  offender  shall  be  subjected  to  the  exercise  of  belligerent  right 
In  this  view,  the  situation  of  a  captured  ship  of  a  citizen  is  precisely 
the  same  as  that  of  any  other  captured  neutral ;  or,  rather,  the  obli* 
gation  to  abstain  £rom  interference  between  the  captor  and  ciq)tuied 
becomes  greater,  inasmuch  as  it  is  purchased  by  a  concession  from 
the  belligerent,  of  no  little  importance  to  the  peace  of  the  world,  and 
particularly  of  the  nation  of  the  offending  individual.  The  bellig- 
erent  contents  himself  with  cutting  up  the  unneutral  commerce, 

and  makes  no  complaint  to  the  neutral  power,  not  even 
[  *256  ]  *  where  the  individual  rescues  his  vessel,  and  escapes  into 

his  own  port  after  capture. 
Testing  this  case  by  these  principles,  it  wiU  be  found  that,  to  have 
sustained  the  claim  of  the  appellants,  the  court  below  would  have 
violated  the  hospitality  which  nations  have  a  ri^t  to  claim  firom 
each  other,  and  the  immunity  which  a  sovereign  commission  confers 
on  the  vessel  which  acts  under  it ;  that  it  would  have  detracted  fiom 
the  dignity  add  equality  of  sovereign  states,  by  reducing  one  to  the 
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condition  of  a  suitor  in  the  courts  of  another,  and  firom  the  acknow- 
ledged right  of  every  belligerent  to  judge  for  himself  when  his  own 
rights  on  the  ocean  have  been  violated  or  evaded ;  and^  finally,  that 
it  would  have  been  a  deviation  firom  that  strict  line  of  neutrality 
which  it  is  the  universal  duty  of  neutrals  to  observe  —  a  duty  of  the 
most  delicate  nature  with  regard  to  her  own  citizens,  inasmuch  as 
through  their  misconduct  'she  may  draw  upon  herself  the  imputation 
of  secretly  supporting  one  of  the  contending  parties.  Under  this 
view  of  the  law  of  nations  on  this  subject,  it  is  evident  that  it 
becomes  immaterial  whether  the  corpus  continue  sttb  potestate  of  the 
capturing  power,  or  not.  Yet,  if  the  recapture  of  the  prize  necessa- 
rily draws  after  it  consequences  so  &tal  to  the  rights  of  an  unoffend- 
ing individual  as  have  been  supposed  in  the  argument,  it  may  well 
be  asked,  shall  he  be  referred  for  redress  to  courts  which,  by  the  state 
of  facts,  are  rendered  incompetent  to  afford  redress  ? 

The  answer  is,  that  this  consequence  does  not  follow  firom 
the  recapture.    The  courts  of  the  captor  *are  still  open  for  [  * 257  ] 
redress.     The  injured  neutral,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  will 
th^e  receive  indemnity  for  a  wanton  or  illicit  capture ;  and  if  justice 
be  refused  him,  his  own  nation  is  bound  to  vindicate  or  indemnify 
him. 

Some  confusion  of  idea  appears  to  hang  over  this  doctrine,  result- 
ing chiefly  firom  a  doubt  as  to  tiie  mode  in  which  the  principle  of 
exclusive  cognizance  is  to  be  applied  in  neutral  courts  to  cases  as 
they  arise ;  and  tiiis  obscurity  is  increased  by  the  apparent  bearing  of 
certain  cases  decided  in  this  court  in  the  years  1794  and  1795. 

The  material  questions  necessary  to  be  considered,  in  order  to 
dissipate  these  doubts,  are,  1st.  Does  this  principle  properly  furnish 
a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  courts  ?  2d.  If  not,  then 
does  not  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  draw  after  it  every  inci- 
dental or  resulting  question  relative  to  the  disposal  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  res  subjecta  ? 

The  first  of  these  questions  was  the  only  one  settied  in  the  case 
of  Glass  V.  The  Betsey,  3  D.  6,  and  the  case  was  sent  back  with  a 
view  that  the  district  court  should  exercise  jurisdiction,  subject, 
however,  to  the  law  of  nations  on  this  subject  as  the  rule  to  govern 
its  decision. 

And  this  is  certainly  the  correct  course.  Every  violent  disposses- 
sion of  property  on  the  ocean  is,  primd  fade^  a  maritime  tort ;  as 
such,  it  belongs  to  the  admiralty  jurisdiction.  But  sitting  and  judg- 
ing, as  such  courts  do,  by  the  law  of  nations,  the  moment  it  is  ascer- 
tained to  be  a  seizure  by  a  commissioned  cruiser,  made  in 
the  legitimate  exercise  of  the  rights  *  of  war,  their  progress  [  *  258  ] 
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is  aireBted;  for  this  circumstance  is,  in  those  courts,  a  sufficient 
evidence  of  right. 

That  the  mere  fact  of  seizure  as  prize  does  not,  of  itself^  oust  the 
neutral  admiralty  court  of  its  jurisdiction,  is  evident  from  this  fiact, 
that  there  are  acknowledged  cases  in  which  the  courts  of  a  neutral 
may  interfere  to  devest  possessions;  to  wit:  those  in  which  her  own 
right  to  stand  neutral  is  invaded ;  and  there  is  no  case  in  which  tiie 
court  of  a  neutral  may  not  claim  the  right  of  determining  whether  tiie 
capturing  vessel  be,  in  feict,  the  commissioned  cruiser  of  a  belligerent 
power.  Without  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  thus  fiu,  in  all  cases, 
the  power  of  the  admiralty  would  be  inadequate  to  aJBTord  protection 
from  piratical  capture.  The  case  of  Talbot  r.  Jansen,  3  D.  133,  as 
well  in  the  reasoning  of  the  judges  as  in  the  final  decision  of  the 
case,  is  folly  up  to  the  support  of  this  doctrine.  But  it  is  supposed 
that  the  case  of  The  Mary  Ford,  3  D.  188,  supports  the  idea  tiiat,  as 
the  court  had  acknowledged  jurisdiction  over  the  question  of  salvage, 
its  jurisdiction  .extended  over  the  whole  subject-matter,  and  author^ 
ized  it  to  proceed  finally  to  dispose  of  the  residue  between  the  parties 
Htigant. 

That  case  certainly  will  not  support  the  doctrine  to  the  extent 
contended  for  in  this  case.  It  is  true,  that  the  court  there  lay  down 
a  principle,  which,  in  its  general  application,  is  unquestionably 
correct,  and  which,  considered  in  the  abstract,  might  be  supposed 
applicable  to  the  present  case.  But  this  presents  only  one  of 
[  •  259  ]  innumerable  cases  which  occur  in  •our  books  to  prove  how 
apt  we  are  to  misconceive  and  misapply  the  decisions  of  a 
court,  by  detaching  those  decisions  from  the  case  which  the  court 
propose  to  decide.  The  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  that  case, 
is  in  strict  conformity  with  that  of  the  circuit  court  in  the  present 
case.  For  when  the  court  come  to  apply  their  principle,  ihey  do 
not  enter  into  the  question  of  prize  between  the  belligerents,  but 
decree  the  residue  to  the  last  possessor;  thus  making  the  fact  of 
possession,  as  between  the  parties  litigant,  the  criterion  of  right; 
and  this  is,  tmquestionably,  consistent  with  the  law  of  nations. 
Those  points,  which  can  be  disposed  of  without  any  reference  to 
the  legal  exercise  of  the  rights  of  war,  the  court  proceeds  to  decide ; 
but  those  which  necessarily  involve  the  question  of  prize  or  no  prize, 
they  remit  to  another  tribunal. 

It  would  afibrd  us  much  satisfaction  could  we,  with  equal  facility, 
vindicate  the  consistency  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Del  Col  r. 
Arnold,  3  D.  333.  To  say  the  least  of  that  case,  it  certainly  requires 
an  apology.  We  are,  however,  induced  to  believe,  firom  several 
circumstances,  that  we  have  transmitted  to  us  but  an  imperfect 
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sketch  of  the  decision  in  that  case.  The  brevity  with  which  the 
case  is  reported,  which  we  are  informed  had  been  argued  successively 
at  two  terms,  by  men  of  the  first  legal  talents,  necessarily  suggests 
this  opinion ;  and  when  we  refer  to  the  case  of  The  Cassius,  United 
States  V.  Peters,  J.,  3  D.  121,  decided  but  the  term  preceding,  and 
observe  the  correctness  with  which  the  law  applicable  to 
this  case,  in  principle,  is  laid  down  in  the  •recital  to  the  [  •  260  ] 
prohibitions,  we  are  confirmed  in  that  opinion.  ' 

But  the  case  itself  furnishes  additional  confirmation.  There  is  one 
view  of  it  in  which  it  is  reconcilable  to  every  legal  principle.  It 
appears  that,  when  pursued  by  The  Terpsicore,  The  Grand  Sachem 
was  wholly  abandoned  by  the  prize  crew,  and  left  in  possession  of  one 
of  the  origined  American  crew,  and  a  passenger ;  that,  in  their  pos- 
session, she  was  driven  within  our  territorial  limits,  and  was  actually 
on  shore  when  the  prize  crew  resumed  their  possession,  and  plundered 
and  scuttled  her.  Supposing  this  to  have  been  a  case  of  total  dere- 
liction, (an  opinion  which,  if  incorrect,  was  only  so  on  a  point  of 
faciy  and  one  in  support  of  which  much  might  be  said,  as  the  prize 
crew  had  no  proprietary  interest,  but  only  a  right  founded  on  the 
fact  of  possession,)  it  would  follow,  that  subsequent  resumption  of 
possession  was  tortious,  and  subjected  the  parties  to  damages.  On 
the  propriety  of  the  seizure  of  The  Industry,  to  satisfy  those  damages, 
the  court  give  no  opinion,  but  place  the  application  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  this  vessel  on  the  ground  of  consent ;  a  principle,  on 
the  correctness  of  the  application  of  which  to  that  case,  the  report 
affords  no  ground  to  decide. 

But,  admitting  that  the  case  of  The  Grand  Sachem  was  decided 
under  the  idea  that  the  courts  of  the  neutral  can  take  cognizance  of 
the  legality  of  belligerent  seizure,  it  is  glaringly  inconsistent  with  the 
acknowledged  doctrine  in  the  case  of  The  Cassius,  United  States  v. 
Peters,  J.,  3  D.  121,  and  of  Talbot  r.  Jansen,  3  D.  133, 
decided  the  term  next  •preceding;  and  in  The  IVFDonough  [  •  261  ] 
V,  Dannery  and  ship  Mary  Ford,  3  D.  188,  decided  at  the 
same  term  with  that  of  The  Grand  Sachem,  Del  Col  v.  Arnold, 
3  D.  333.  The  subject  has  firequently,  since  that  term,  been  submit- 
ted to  the  consideration  of  this  court,  and  the  decision  has  uniformly 
been,  that  it  is  a  question  exclusively  proper  for  the  courts  of  the 
capturing  power. 

Sentence  affirmed, 

4  W.  298;  7  W.  283;  6  H.  344. 
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The  Edward.    Scott,  Claimant 

1  W.261. 

The  circnit  coiirt  may,  upon  appeal,  allow  the  introdnction  of  a  new  allc^gation  into  ac 
information,  in  admiralty,  by  way  of  amendment. 

Under  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  congress,  of  the  28th  of  Jane,  1809,  (2  Stats,  at  Lsa^, 
550,)  every  vessel  bound  to  a  foreign  permitted  port,  was  obliged  to  give  a  bond,  with 
condition  not  to  proceed  to  any  port  with  which  commercial  isterconise  was  not  per- 
mitted, nor  to  trade  with  such  port 

Where  the  evidence  u  sufficient  to  show  a  breach  of  the  law,  bat  the  information  is  not 
sufficiently  certain  to  authorize  a  decree,  this  court  will  remand  the  canae  to  the  dram 
court,  with  directions  to  allow  the  information  to  be  amended. 

fW  3'^Y         Appeal  from  the  circuit  conrt  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts. 
//•/•/.^'-^      The  offence  charged  in  the  information  filed  in  this  case,  in  the 
;  //  ,,  ^  ^    district  court  of  Massachusetts,  is,  that  the  ship  Edward,  on  the 
12th  day  of  February,  1810,  departed  from  the  port  of 
[  *  262  ]  Savannah  *with  a  cargo,  bound  to  a  foreign  port  with 
which  commercial  intercourse  was  not  permitted,  without 
a  clearance,  and  without  giving  a  bond  in  conformity  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  congress  of  the  28th  of  June,  1809.    A  claim 
was  interposed  by  George  Scott,  of  Savannah,  in  which  he  alleged, 
that  the  ship  did  not  depart  from  Savannah,  bound  to  a  foreign  port, 
in  manner  and  form  as  stated  in  the  information.    The  district  court 
condemned  the  ship;  from  which  sentence  an  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  circuit  court,  where  the  district  attorney  was  permitted  by 
the  court  to  amend  the  information,  by  filing  a  new  allegation,  that 
Liverpool,  in  Great  Britain,  was  the  foreign  port  to  w^hich  the  ship 
was  bound,  when  she  departed  from  Savannah,  and  that  she  did  so 
depart  without  having  a  clearance,  agreeably  to  law.     The  circuit 
court  affirmed  the  sentence,  and  the  cause  was  brought  before  this 
court  upon  an  appeal. 

Harper y  for  the  appellants  and  claimant. 

The  Attorney' Oeneral  and  Law^  contra. 

[  •  264  ]      •  Washington,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and, 

after  stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

Three  questions  have  been  made  and  discussed  by  the  counsel: 

1st  Whether  the  circuit  court  could,  upon  the  appeal,  allow  the 

introduction  of  a  new  allegation  into  the  information  by  way  of 
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amendment  ?  2d.  Whether  the  omission  to  give  the  bond  required 
by  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  the  28th  of  Jmie,  1809,  subjected  the 
vessel  to  forfeiture?  and  if  it  did,  then,  3d.  Whether  the  information, 
which  alleges  the  voyage  to  Liverpool  to  have  commenced  at  Savcua- 
nah,  is  supported  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  whether  the 
sentence  below  ought  not  to  be  reversed  for  this  reason,  although  the 
court  should  be  satisfied  that  the  ship  departed  from  Charleston  for 
Liverpool  without  giving  the  bond  required  ? 

Upon  the  first  question  it  is  contended,  for  the  claimant,  that  the 
circuit  court  has  only  appellate  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  this  nature,  and 
that  to  allow  the  introduction  of  a  new  allegation,  would  be,  in  fact,  to 
originate  the  cause  in  the  circuit  court  This  question  appears  to  be 
fully  decided  by  the  cases  of  The  Caroline,  7  C.  496,  and  Emily,  deter- 
mined  in  this  court  These  were  informations  in  remy  under  the  Slave- 
Trade  Act,iand  the  opinion  of  this  court  was,  that  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  show  a  breach  of  the  law;  but  that  the  infor- 
mations were  not  sufficiently  certain  *to  authorize  a  decree.  [  *  265  ] 
The  sentence  of  the  circuit  court  was,  therefore,  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  to  that  court,  with  directions  to  allow  the 
informations  to  be  amended.  But  even  if  an  amendment  would  be 
improper,  if  it  stated  a  different  case  from  that  which  was  presented 
to  the  district  court,  the  objection  would  not  apply  to  this  case,  in 
which  the  offence,  though  more  definitely  laid  in  the  second  allega- 
tion than  it  was  in  the  first,  is  yet  substantially  the  same.  In  both 
of  them  the  charge  is,  departing  from  Savannah  to  a  foreign  inter- 
dicted port  without  giving  bond,  and  the  amendment,  in  substance, 
merely  states  the  particular  foreign  port  to  which  the  vessel  was 
destined. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  omission  to  give  the  bond 
required  by  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  the  28th  of  June,  1809, 
subjected  the  vessel  to  forfeiture?  It  is  contended,  by  the  claimant's 
counsel,  that  after  the  end  of  the  session  of  congress  in  which  this 
law  passed,  there  were  no  foreign  ports  either  permitted  or  inter- 
dicted by  law,  inasmuch  as  the  embargo  laws  which  prohibited 
exportations  from  the  United  States  to  foreign  countries,  would  then 
stand  repealed,  by  force  of  the  19th  section  of  the  act  of  the  1st  of 
March,  1809,2  to  interdict  the  commercial  intercourse  with  Great 
Britain  and  France,  and  the  2d  section  of  the  above  act  of  the  28th 
of  June.  That  all  the  ports  of  the  world  being  thus  permitted  to  the 
commerce  of  the  United  States,  no  subject  would  remain  on  which 
the  3d  section  would  operate ;  and,  consequently,  there  could  be  no 

^  1  Stats,  at  Large,  347.  2  2  Stats,  at  Large,  528. 

VOL.  III.  46 


4M3         SUPREME   COURT   OF  THE   UNITED   STATES. 

The  Edward.    1  W. 

necessity  for  giving  a  bond  not  to  go  to  an  interdicted  port. 
[  •  266  ]  •An  attentive  consideration,  however,  of  the  two  acts  above 

mentioned,  will  show  that  the  argument  is  not  well  founded. 
The  3d  section  of  the  act  of  the  28th  of  June,  1809,  declares,  that 
during  the  continuance  of  that  act,  no  vessel,  not  within  the  excep- 
tions therein  stated,  shall  be  permitted  to  depart  for  a  foreign  port 
with  which  commercial  intercourse  has  not  been,  or  may  not  be, 
permitted  by  virtue  of  this  act,  or  the  act  of  the  1st  of  March,  1809. 
And  if  bound  to  a  foreign  port  vfdth  which  commercial  intercourse 
has  been,  or  may  be,  permitted,  still,  she  shall  not  be  allowed  to 
depart  without  bond  being  given,  with  condition  not  to  proceed  to 
pay  port  with  which  commercial  intercourse  is  not  thus  permitted, 
nor  be  directly  or  indirectly  engaged,  during  the  voyage,  in  any  trade 
with  such  port  This  law  was  in  full  force  at  the  time  the  ofienee 
charged  in  this  information  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed. 

If,  then,  there  was  any  country  with  which  commercial  intercourse 
was  interdicted,  and  would  continue  to  be  so  after  the  end  of  the 
session,  during  which  this  law  was  passed,  it  seems  to  be  admitted  in 
the  argument,  that  a  vessel  destined  to  a  foreign  permitted  port  would 
be  liable  to  forfeiture,  unless  the  above  bond  had  been  given.  To 
ascertain  whether  there  was  any  such  country,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
inquire,  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  term  commercial  intercourse  ? 
No  higher  or  m(»re  satisfactory  authority  upon  this  subject  need  be 
resorted  to  than  the  legislature  itself,  by  which  this  act  was  passed. 

The  act  of  the  1st  of  March,  1809,  which  is  entitled,  "  An 
[  •  267  ]  act  to  interdict  the  commercial  intercourse  *  between  the 

United  States  and  Great  Britain,"  &c.,  contains  nineteen 
sections.  The  first  ten  (exclusive  of  the  first,  which  denies  to  the 
vessels  of  those  countries  the  privilege  of  entering  the  ports  and  har- 
bors of  the  United  States)  forbid  the  importation  into  the  United 
States  of  the  products  and  manufactures  of  Great  Britain  and  France, 
or  of  any  other  part  of  the  world,  if  brought  firom  the  ports  of  either 
of  those  countries.  The  12th  section  repeals,  after  the  15th  of  March, 
1809,  all  the  embargo  laws,  except  as  they  relate  to  Great  Britain 
and  France ;  and  the  19th  section  repeals  them,  after  the  end  of  the 
succeeding  session  of  congress,  as  to  all  the  world.  The  13th,  14th, 
15th,  16th,  and  18th  sections  are  intended  to  provide  securities  for 
enforcing  the  non-importation  system  established  by  this  law ;  and 
the  17th  section  repeals  the  former  non-importation  law  of  AprU,  1806. 
Hence,  it  appears  that  the  commercial  intercourse  which  this  law 
was  intended  to  interdict,  consisted  of  importations  from  Great  Bri- 
tain and  France,  and  of  the  products  and  manufactures  of  those  coun- 
tries, and  of  exportations  to  them.     In  the  11th  section,  it  is  called 
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the  trade  of  the  United  States,  suspended  by  that  act  and  the  embargo 
laws,^  which  trade  the  President  is  authorized  to  renew  by  his  proda^ 
mation,  upon  a  certain  contingency,  and  in  pursuance  of  this  power, 
he  did,  accordingly,  renew  it  with  Great  Britain  in  April,  1809. 

Thus  stood  the  commercial  intercourse  of  the  United  States  with 
foreign  nations,  at  the  commencement  of  the  extraordinary 
session  of  congress,  which  •commenced  in  May,  1809 ;  per-  [  •268  ] 
mitted  by  the  above  law,  both  as  to  exportations  and  im- 
portations with  all  the  world,  except  Great  Britain  and  France,  and 
their  dependencies ;  and,  as  to  them,  interdicted  in  both  respects  as  to 
France,  and  permitted  with  Great  Britain,  by  virtue  of  the  President's 
proclamation.  But,  8ts  the  law  of  the  1st  of  March  would  expire,  by 
its  own  limitation,  after  the  end  of  the  May  session,  whereby,  not 
only  exportations,  but  the  importations  forbidden  by  that  act,  in  rela-* 
tion  to  France,  would  become  lawful ;  the  1st  section  of  the  act  of 
the  28th  of  June,  1809,  revives  the  whole  non-importation  system, 
except  so  far  as  it  had  been  permitted  to  Great  Britain  by  the  pro- 
clamation ;  and  the  2d  section  declares,  in  effect,  that  the  embargo 
laws,  which  were  repealed  by  the  12th  and  19th  sections  of  the  act 
of  the  1st  of  March,  shall  be  and  remain  repealed,  notwithstanding 
the  expiration  of  that  law  by  its  own  limitation. 

From  this  view  of  the  subject,  it  appears,  that  the  non-importa- 
tion system  of  the  1st  of  March  was  to  continue  in  force  until  the  end 
of  the  session  of  congress,  which  would  succeed  that  of  May,  1809, 
except  as  to  Great  Britain ;  and  that,  after  the  end  of  that  session, 
the  embargo  laws  would  cease  to  operate  against  any  nation. 

If,  then,  importation  be  a  branch  of  commercial  intercourse,  in  the 
avowed  meaning  of  congress,  and  if,  on  the  28th  of  June,  and  from 
thence  until  the  end  of  the  next  session  of  congress,  it  was  to  con- 
tinue in  force,  as  to  France,  (unless  the  President  should 
declare,  by  proclamation,  the  revocation  of  •  her  offensive  [  •  269  ] 
edicts,)  but  were  inoperative  as  to  Great  Britain,  it  follows, 
inevitably,  that,  in  February  or  March,  1810,  when  the  offence  is 
charged  to  have  been  committed  by  this  vessel,  there  were  foreign 
ports  permitted,  and  others  interdicted,  to  the  commerce  of  the  United 
States ;  and  consequently,  that  the  destination  of  this  vessel  being 
to  Liverpool,  a  bond  ought  to  have  been  given,  such  as  the  3d  section 
of  the  act  of  the  28th  of  June  required,  not  to  go  to  an  interdicted  port 

This  construction  of  the  law  has  frequently  been  given  to  it  by  this 
court ;  but  the  serious  opposition  made  to  it,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
claimant,  will  account  for  the  deliberate  examination  of  the  question, 
which  is  contained  in  this  opinion. 

1  2  Stats,  at  Laige,  451,  458,  478,  499,  506. 
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As  to  the  last  question,  a  majority  of  the  court  being  of  opinion, 
upon  a  view  of  the  whole  evidence,  that  the  voyage  to  Liverpool  had 
its  inception  at  Savannah,  the  objection  as  to  the  form  of  the  informa- 
tion, in  this  respect,  has  nothing  to  stand  upon.  Were  the  evidence,  on 
this  point,  more  donbtfol  than  it  is,  the  court  would  remand  the  cause, 
with  directions  to  the  circuit  court  to  allow  an  amendment,  by  in- 
serting Charleston  instead  of  Savannah,  from  which  the  claimant 
could  derive  no  benefit,  since  it  is  not  denied  that  the  ship  departed 
from  Charleston  directly  for  Liverpool,  without  giving  bond. 

Livingston,  J.  This  ship  was  proceeded  against  under  tiie  3d 
section  of  the  act  of  the  28th  of  June,  1809,  for  sailing  from  the  United 

States  to  a  foreign  port  with  which  commercial  intercourse 
[  •  270  ]  had  not  *  been,  nor  was  then,  permitted,  by  virtue  of  that 

act,  or  of  the  act  to  interdict  commercial  intercourse  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  and  France,  without  a 
clearance,  and  without  a  bond  having  been  pven,  in  conformity  to 
the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  not  to  proceed  to  any  port  with  which 
oommercial  intercourse  was, not  then,  by  law,  permitted,  nor  be 
directly  or  indirectly  engaged,  during  the  voyage,  in  any  trade  or 
traffic  with  such  place. 

The  only  question,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  is  whether,  at  the  time 
of  the  departure  of  The  Edward  from  Savannah,  which  was  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1810,  there  existed  any  law  subjecting  her  to  forfeiture  if  the 
owner  omitted  giving  the  bond  prescribed  by  the  3d  section  of  the 
act  above  mentioned. 

By  the  claimant,  it  is  contended,  that  after  the  end  of  the  session 
of  congress,  in  which  this  act  passed,  which  occurred  on  the  28th  of 
June,  1809,  there  ceased  to  exist  in  the  United  States  any  distinction 
between  prohibited  and  permitted  ports  within  the  meaning  of  the 
restrictive  system;  that  the  embargo  laws,  which  alone  restricted 
exportations  to  foreign  countries,  had,  at  that  time,  become  repealed 
by  the  operation  of  the  last  section  of  the  act  of  the  1st  of  March,  1809, 
as  well  as  by  that  of  the  2d  section  of  the  act  of  the  28th  of  June  of 
the  same  year ;  that  by  this  repeal  the  whole  world,  as-  far  as  could 
depend  on  our  own  laws,  was  open  to  the  vessels  of  the  United  States 
and,  consequently,  that  it  could  not  be  illegal  to  neglect  giving  a  bond 

not  to  go  to  an  interdicted  port,  if,  at  the  time  of  sailing, 
[  •  271  ]  there  was  *no  port  in  the  world  to  which  that  interdiction 

could  apply. 
In  examining  this  question,  my  attention  will  be  confined  to  a 
consideration  of  the  two  acts  which  have  just  been  mentioned;  be- 
cause, if  the  interdiction  which  is  supposed  to  have  existed  when 
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The  Edward  left  Savannah,  i&  not  to  be  found  in  either  of  these  laws, 
no  other  has  been  referred  to  as  creating  it  Let  us,  then,  see  what 
has  been  done,  and  if  there  be  no  ambiguity  in  the  provisions  of  these 
two  acts  on  the  subject  before  us,  it  will  be  safer,  in  a  case  so  highly 
penal,  to  adhere  to  the  letter  of  them,  than  to  incur  the  danger  of 
falling  into  error  by  indulging  in  a  mode  of  interpretation  which  was 
adopted  at  the  bar,  and  which  was  too  conjectural  to  be  in  any  degree 
satisfaictory. 

By  the  12th  section  of  the  act  of  the  1st  of  March,  1809,  the  em- 
bargo law  was  repealed  as  to  all  nations,  except  Great  Britain  and 
France,  and  their  dependencies.  This  repeal,  necessarily  and  imme- 
diately, created  a  distinction  between  ports  with  which  commercial 
intercourse  was  permitted,  and  those  to  which  it  was  interdicted; 
and  we  accordingly  find  this  congress,'  in  the  very  next  section  of  this 
act,  providing  for  a  new  state  of  things,  by  requiring  bonds  to  be  given 
when  vessels  were  going  to  ports  which  had  now  become  permitted 
ports,  not  to  proceed  to  any  port  or  place  in  Great  Britain  or  France, 
&C.  No  such  regulation  had  been  prescribed  in  consequence  merely 
of  the  non-importation  law,  and  for  the  plainest  reason ; 
for,  while  they  prohibited  an  introduction  into  the  United  [  *272  ] 
*  States,  from  any  part  of  the  world,  of  the  produce  and 
manufactures  of  France  and  England,  our  vessels  were  allowed  to 
go  to  those  countries,  and  thus  continue  a  commercial  intercourse 
with  either  or  both  of  them,  limited,  it  is  true,  as  to  the  articles  which 
might  be  brought  from  thence,  but  uncontrolled  as  to  the  commodi- 
ties which  might  be  carried  thither,  or  as  to  the  port  to  which  they 
might  go.  This  partial  trade  between  the  two  countries,  whether 
originating  in  the  acts  of  the  one  government  or  the  other,  may  fre- 
quently take  place ;  but  cannot,  when  it  does,  with  any  propriety,  be 
termed  an  interdiction  or  suspension  of  commercial  intercourse, 
which,  ex  vi  termini^  means  an  entire  cessation,  for  the  time  being, 
of  aU  trade  whatever.  It  was  under  the  embargo  laws  alone  that 
intercourse  was  interdicted  between  this  country  and  Great  Britain, 
and  France,  as  it  was  also  with  the  rest  of  the  world ;  which  inter- 
diction, as  it  arose  out  of  those  laws,  so  it  is  expressly  continued,  as 
it  regards  those  two  kingdoms,  by  excepting  them  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  12th  section  of  the  act  of  the  1st  of  March,  1809,  which 
repealed  the  embargo  laws  as  to  all  other  parts  of  the  world.  It 
would  seem,  then,  that  after  this,  no  other  inquiry  would  remain  than 
to  ascertain  whether  the  commercial  intercourse  thus  interdicted  by 
the  act  laying  an  embargo,  and  continued,  or  rather  not  repealed,  as 
it. respected  Great  Britain  and  France,  by  the  12th  section  just 
mentioned,  was  still  in  force  at  the  time  this  offence  is  alleged  to 

46* 
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have  been  committed.  Without  leaying  the  act  now  nn* 
[  *  273  ]  der  consideration,  we  find  that  it  was  *  to  continue  in  force 

only  until  the  end  of  the  next  session  of  congress,  and  that 
the  act  itself,  which  lays  the  embargo,  was  to  expire  at  the  same 
time.  This  event  took  place  on  the  28th  of  June,  1809.  Now,  un- 
less some  law  were  passed  before  that  time  to  continue  the  embargo 
longer,  or,  after  that  period,  to  revive  it,  how  can  it  be  said  that,  after 
that  day,  a  distinction  could  still  continue  between  prohibited  and 
permitted  ports  ?  This  brings  us  to  see  whether  any  thing  was  done 
by  congress  at  the  extraordinary  session  which  commenced  in  May, 
1809.  By  an  act  which  they  passed  on  the  28th  of  June,  of  that 
year,  they  continued  in  force  until  the  end  of  the  next  session,  which 
happened  on  the  1st  of  May,  1810,  the  3d,  4th,  5th,  6th,  7th,  8th,  9th, 
10th,  11th,  17th,  and  18th  sections  of  the  act  of  March,  1809,  and 
they  declare,  that  all  the  acts  repealed  by  the  said  act,  shall  remam 
repealed,  notwithstanding  any  part  of  that  act  might  expire  by 
its  own  limitation.  Now,  if  we  return  to  the  sections  which  are 
revived,  we  find  them  containing  nothing  more  than  an  interdiction 
of  the  harbors  and  waters  of  the  United  States  to  vessels  sailing 
under  the  flag  of  Great  Britain  or  France,  or  owned  by  subjects  of 
either,  accompanied  with  a  prohibition  to  import  from  any  foreign 
port  whatever,  into  the  United  States,  any  goods,  &c,  being  of  the 
growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of  those  countries,  or  their  de- 
pendencies. In  not  one  of  them  is  foimd  a  prohibition  to  our  citi* 
zens  against  trading  with  either  of  those  countries.     Their  revival, 

then,  does  not  operate  so  as  to  create  a  single  interdicted 
[  •  274  ]  port  in  the  whole  commercial  world.    *  Such  interdiction,  as 

has  already  been  said,  was  a  creature  of,  and  owed  its  exist- 
ence solely  and  exclusively  to,  the  embargo  laws.  If  it  be  said  that 
such  prohibition  necessarily  flowed  from  the  revival  of  these  sections, 
notwithstanding  their  entire  silence  on  the  subject,  then  would  our 
vessels  have  been  under  a  disability  of  going  to  any  part  of  the 
world,  because  they  were  no  more  at  liberty  to  bring  British  and 
French  goods  from  other  countries  than  Great  Britain  and  France ; 
and  yet  the  12th  section  of  this  act,  by  taking  the  embai^o  ont  of 
their  way,  permitted  them  to  go  to  any  port  of  the  world  except 
to  Great  Britain  and  France.  But,  in  availing  themselves  of  this 
permission,  they  were  still  under  a  restraint  not  to  bring  to  this 
country  any  British  or  French  goods.  The  11th  section  of  the  act 
of  March,  1809,  which  is  continued  by  that  of  June  of  the  same 
year,  authorizes  the  Resident,  in  certain  cases,  to  issue  his  proclama- 
tion ;  after  which,  the  trade  of  the  United  States,  suspended  by  that 
act,  and  by  the  embargo  law,  may  be  renewed  with  Great  Britain  or 
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with  France,  as  the  case  may  be.  In  this  section,  we  are  presented 
with  a  distinction,  taken  by  the  legislature  themselves,  and  which, 
indeed,  pervades  the  whole  system  between  the  suspension  of  trade 
created  by  that  act,  and  by  the  embargo  laws.  The  two  systems 
were  entirely  different,  and  enforced  by  different  and  distinct  penal- 
ties. By  the  one,  our  vessels  were  at  liberty  to  go  where  they 
pleased;  by  the  other,  they  were  prevented  from  going  to  any 
foreign  port  whatever.  The  revival,  then,  of  these  sec- 
tions, did  not 'preclude  •our  vessels  from  going  to  any  [•276] 
part  of  the  world,  but  only  forbid  their  bringing  to  this 
country  the  articles  whose  importation  was  prohibited.  If  the  12th 
section  had  abo  been  revived,  then  no  vessel  of  the  United  States 
could  have  gone  to  Grreat  Britain  or  France,  and  the  distinction  of 
permitted  and  forbidden  ports  would  have  continued  until  the  1st  of 
May,  1810.  But  as  the  whole  embargo  system  expired  in  June, 
1809,  not  only  by  the  19th  section  of  the  act  of  IM^ch,  1809,  but 
also  by  the  express  provision  of  the  act  of  June  of  the  same  year, 
the  conclusion  is  inevitable,  that  when  The  Edward  sailed,  there  was 
no  law  in  force  by  which  any  distinction  of  prohibited  and  permitted 
ports  existed ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  not  giving  the  bond  in  ques- 
tion was  no  violation  of  law. 

No  notice  has  been  taken  of  either  of  the  proclamations  of  the 
President,  because,  if  the  view  here  presented  be  correct,  neither  of 
them  has  any  bearing  on  the  question.  Admitting  the  validity  of 
both  of  them,  the  latter  would  not  make  the  ports  of  England  pro- 
hibited ports,  if  the  laws,  which  created  the  distinction,  had  done  it 
away  by  opening  to  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  the  ports  of 
every  nation  on  the  globe.  The  President's  power  could  only  exist 
while  such  a  state  of  things  continued  as  suggested  the  necessity  of, 
and  would  render,  an  interference  on  his  part  proper  and  usefrd,  and 
no  longer. 

It  may  be,  and  has  been  said,  that  the  opinion  here  expressed,  is  at 
variance  with  the  public  opinion  on  this  subject,  as  well  as 
with  the  understanding  *  of  the  collectors  and  some  other  [  *  276  ] 
officers  of  government;  and  that  even  this  court  has,  at  its 
present  term,  condemned  property  for  the  same  offence  with  which 
The  Edward  is  charged.  The  answer  to  aU  this  is,  that  the  condem- 
nation alluded  to,  passed  sub  sil^tUio^  without  bringing  the  point  dis- 
tinctly to  our  view,  and  is,  therefore,  no  precedent ;  and  that,  as  to 
public  opinion,  or  that  of  the  officers  of  government,  however  respect- 
able they  may  be,  it  can  frimish  no  good  grounds  for  enforcing  so 
heavy  a  penalty,  unless,  on  investigation,  it  shall  appear  to  have  been 
correctly  formed.     It  was  also  urged  that  congress  must  have  sup- 
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posed  the  law  to  be  as  it  is  now  contended  for  by  the  attorney- 
general,  or  they  would  not  have  passed  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of 
the  28th  of  June,  1809,  when  there  was  no  state  of  things  to  which 
its  provisions  could  apply.  To  this  the  answer  which  was  given  at 
the  bar  is  satisfactory.  At  the  time  of  the  bringing  in  of  that  bill, 
the  embargo  laws  were  still  in  force,  and  would  continue  so  until  the 
end  of  that  session.  Now,  as  it  could  not  then  be  foreseen  that  the 
bill  would  not  become  a  law  until  the  last  day  of  the  session,  a  pro- 
hibition not  to  go  to  prohibited  ports  was  necessary,  but  became 
nugatory  by  the  law  not  passing  until  the  time  prescribed  for  the 
extinction  of  the  whole  system. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  clear,  that  there  was  no  law  in 
force  when  The  Edward  left  Savannah  interdicting  her  from  going  to 
any  foreign  port  whatever,  or  requiring  from  her  owners 
[  •  277  ]  any  bond  not  to  go  to  such  port ;  and,  under  this  •persua- 
sion, I  have  thought  it  a  duty  to  express  my  dissent  firom 
the  judgment  which  has  been  just  rendered. 

But  were  the  case  doubtful,  I  should  still  arrive  at  the  same  con- 
clusion, rather  than  execute  a  law  so  excessively  penal,  about  whose 
existence  and  meaning  such  various  opinions  have  been  entertained. 

To  satisfy  ourselves  that  great  difficulties  must  exist,  in  relation 
to  this  law,  we  have  only  to  look  at  the  progress  of  the  case  now 
before  us.  The  offence  with  which  The  Edward  is  charged  in  the 
information,  is  going,  without  giving  bond,  to  a  prohibited  foreign 
port  The  condemnation  in  the  circuit  court,  however,  proceeded  on 
the  ground  of  all  the  ports  of  Oreat  Britain  (to  one  of  which  it  was 
alleged  she  was  going)  being  permitted  ports.  In  ihe  very  aUe 
argument  which  was  made  here  in  support  of  the  prosecution,  it  was 
attempted  to  be  shown  that  Liverpool  was  not  a  permitted,  but  an 
interdicted  port.  This  state  of  uncertainty,  which,  it  would  seem, 
could  hardly  exist  if  the  legislature  had  expressed  themselves  with  that 
precision  and  perspicuity,  which  are  always  expected  in  criminal 
cases,  would,  with  me,  independent  of  my  own  convictions  that 
there  was  no  such  prohibiting  law,  have  been  a  sufficient  reason  for 
restoring  this  property  to  the  claimants. 

Sentence  of  the  circuit  court  affirmed 

14  P.  614 ;  4  H.  131 ;  6  H.  344. 
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•  The  Mutual  Assurance  Society  v.  Watts's  Executor.  [  *  279  J 

1  W.  279. 

Under  the  6th  and  8th  sections  of  the  Act  of  Assembly  of  Yirginia,  of  the  22d  of  December,^^  IV. 
1794,  property  pledged  to  the  Mutual  Assurance  Society,  &c.,  continues  liable  for  assess- 
ments, on  account  of  the  losses  insured  against,  in  the  hands  of  a  bond  JUa  purchaser 
without  notice. 

A  mere  change  of  sovereignty  produces  no  change  in  the  state  of  rights  existing  in  the 
aoil ;  and  the  cession  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  national  government  did  not  affect 
the  lien  created  by  the  above  act  on  real  property  situate  in  the  town  of  Alexandria, 
though  the  personal  character  or  liability  of  a  member  of  the  society  could  not  be  thereby 
forced  on  a  purchaser  of  such  property. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  for 
Alexandria  county. 

Swofwa^  for  the  appellants. 

TayloT  and  Lee,  for  the  respondents. 

•  Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol-  [  *  280  ] 
lows :  — 

This  is  a  bill  in  chancery,  filed  by  the  complainants,  to  charge 
certain  premises,  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  situate  in  the 
town  of  Alexandria,  with  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  assessed 
in  pursuance  of  the  laws  establishing  the  Mutual  Assurance  Society, 
for  quotas  becoming  due  after  his  testator  acquired  possession. 
The  executor  has,  in  fact,  sold  the  premises,  under  a  power  given 
him  by  the  testator,  but  the  money  remains  in  his  bands ;  and  it  is 
conceded  that  the  sole  object  now  contended  for  is,  to  charge  the 
money  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  land  in  question  with  the  assess- 
ment to  which  it  is  contended  that  the  land  was  liable.  The  insur- 
ance was  made  in  1799,  and  the  property  sold  to  the  defendant's 
testator  in  1807,  long  after  the  town  of  Alexandria  ceased  to  be 
subject  to  the  laws  of  Virginia.  It  is  admitted  that  the  sale  was 
made  without  notice  of  this  incumbrance,  (if  it  was  one,)  and  the 
quota  demanded  was  assessed  on  the  premises,  for  a  loss  which 
happened  subsequent  to  the  transfer.  The  points  made  in  the  case 
arise  out  of  the  construction  of  the  6th  and  8th  sections,  of  the  act 
of  Virginia,  passed  the  22d  of  December,  1794.  The  6th  section  is 
in  these  words :  ''  If  the  funds  should  not  be  sufficient,  a  repartition 
among  the  whole  of  the  persons  insured  shall  be  made,  and  each 
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shall  pay,  on  demand  of  the  cashier,  his,  her,  or  their  share,  accord- 
ing to  the  sum  insured,  and  rate  of  hazard  at  which  the  building 
stands,  agreeably  to  the  rate  of  premium,  for  which  purpose  it  is 
hereby  declared  that  the  subscribers,  as  soon  as  they  shall  insure 

their  property  in  the  Assurance  Society  aforesaid,  do  mutu- 
[  *281  ]  ally y  for  Ihemselves,  *  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 

and  assigns,  engage  their  property  insured  as  security,  and 
subject  the  same  to  be  sold,  if  necessary,  for  the  payment  of  such 
quotas."  And  the  8th  section  is  in  these  words :  ^  To  the  end  that 
purchasers  or  mortgagees  of  any  property  insured,  by  virtue  of  this 
act,  may  not  become  losers  thereby,  the  subscribers  selling,  mortgag- 
ing, or  otherwise  transferring  such  property,  shall,  at  the  time,  apprize 
the  purchaser  or  mortgagee  of  such  assurance ;  and  indorse  to  him 
or  them  the  policy  thereof.  And  in  every  case  of  such  change  the 
purchaser  or  mortgagee  shall  be  considered  as  a  subscriber,  in  the 
room  of  the  original,  and  the  property  so  sold,  mortgaged,  or  other- 
wise transferred,  shall  still  remain  liable  for  the  payment  of  the 
quotas,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  right  thereof  had  remained  in 
the  original  owner." 

In  the  argument  two  points  were  made,  1st  That  property 
pledged  to  the  society  remained  liable  for  the  quotas,  to  a  purchaser 
without  notice.  2d.  That  the  purchaser,  by  the  purchase  of  such 
property,  although  without  notice,  became,  by  virtue  of  the  8th 
section,  a  member  of  the  society,  and  liable,  in  all  respects,  as  such. 
The  second  of  these  questions  is  now  withdrawn^  from  the  consid- 
eration of  this  court,  by  an  agreement  entered  on  record.  And  it 
must  be  admitted,  that  whatever  may  be  the  strict  construction  of 
the  8th  section,  and  its  operation  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  so  far  as  it 
IB  intended  to  force  on  the  purchaser  a  personal  character  or  liability, 

it  could  have  no  operation  in  the  town  of  Alexandria,  at 
[  ^282  ]  the  date  of  this  transfer.    •  The  laws  of  Virginia  had  then 

ceased  to  be  the  laws  of  Alexandria,  and  it  could  only  be 
under  an  actually  existing  law,  operating  at  the  time  of  the  transfer, 
that  the  character  of  membership,  in  the  Virginia  company  would  be 
forced  upon  the  purchaser.  This  is  not  one  of  those  cases  in  which 
tenure  attaches  to  an  individual  a  particular  characteristic  or  obli- 
gation ;  such  cases  arise  exclusively  between  the  occupant  of  the 
soil  and  the  sovereignty,  which  presides  inmiediately  over  the  terri- 
tory. The  transfer,  therefore,  of  the  district  of  Alexandria  to  the 
national  government,  put  an  end  to  the  operation  of  the  8th  section, 
so  far  as  it  operated  by  mere  force  of  law,  independent  of  his  own 
consent,  to  fasten  on  the  purchaser  the  characteristics  of  a  member. 
But  it  is  otherwise  with  regard  to  the  soil.     The  idea  is  now  exploded 
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that  a  mere  change  of  sovereignty  produced  any  change  in  the  state 
of  rights  existing  in  the  soiL  In  this  respect  every  thing  remains  in 
the  actual  state,  whether  the  interest  was  acquired  by  law,  under  a 
grant,  or  by  individual  contract 

We  consider  the  question,  then,  as  reduced  to  this.  Does  property, 
pledged  to  the  society,  continue  liable  for  assessments  in  the  hands 
of  a  bond  fide  purchaser  without  notice,  notwithstanding  that  he  does 
not  become  a  member  by  the  transfer  ? 

Here  we  give  no  opinion  on  the  extent  or  meaning  of  the  words 
«  property  insured,"  how  far  they  will  operate  to  charge  the  lands 
on  which  buildings  stand.  The  question  was  not  made  in 
the  argument,  and  is  *  probably  of  no  consequence  in  this  [  •283] 
or  any  other  case.  We  only  notice  it,  in  order  that  such  a 
construction  may  not  be  supposed  admitted,  as  is  too  often  concluded, 
because  a  court  passes  over  a  question  svb  sUerdio. 

Whatever  be  the  property  thus  pledged,  it  is  very  clear  that  the 
words  of  the  6th  section  are  abundantly  sufficient  to  create  in  it  a 
common  law  lien,  not  only  in  the  hands  of  the  original  subscriber, 
but  by  express  words  in  those  of  his  assignee.  If  the  case  rested 
here,  there  would  be  no  doubt  or  difficulty ;  but  every  law,  and  every 
contract,  must  be  construed  with  a  reference  to  the  subject  of  that 
law  or  contract,  and  which  it  is  designed  to  answer.  In  this  view 
we  readily  concede,  that  the  duration  of  the  lien  could  not  extend 
beyond  the  duration  of  the  liability  of  the  subscriber  to  pay  the 
premium ;  nor  could  the  liability  of  the  subscriber  extend  beyond 
the  liability  of  the  company  to  indemnify  him.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  would  seem  that  as  long  as  the  company  could  exact  of  the  sub- 
scriber the  premium,  they  ought  to  be  held  liable  to  indemnify  him. 
It  will,  then,  be  conceded  that  the  liability  of  the  subscriber,  and  of 
the  company,  are  mutual,  correlative,  and  coextensive,  and  it  remains 
to  be  examined  how  this  concession  affects  the  case. 

It  is  very  clear  that  there  are  but  three  ways  by  which  a  subscriber 
can  cease  to*be  a  member:  1st.  By  the  consumption  of  the  buildings 
insured,  which  results  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  2d.  By  com- 
plying with  the  stipulations  of  the  9th  article  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  society.  •Sd.  By  substituting  a  [•284] 
vendee  in  his  place,  in  conformity  with  the  8th  section  of 
the  act  of  the  22d  December,  1794.  If,  then,  a  subscriber  has  not 
become  discharged  in  one  of  these  three  ways,  what  is  to  prevent  the 
society  from  pursuing  their  summary  remedy  against  him  ?  They 
are  not  bound  to  search  for  his  vendee,  or  to  raise  the  money  by  a 
sale  of  the  property  pledged ;  much  less  are  they  bound  to  prosecute 
their  remedy  against  a  purchaser  whose  name  is  unknown  to  them, 
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or  who  may  be  absent  from  the  State,  or  from  the  United  States,  or 
insolvent,  or  protected,  at  the  time,  by  some  legal  privilege.  Their 
contract  is  with  the  original  subscriber;  their  rules  point  out  the 
mode  in  which  he  is  to  extricate  himself  from  this  liability,  and  if  he 
has  not  pursued  it,  what  defence  is  left  him  against  a  suit  instituted 
by  the  society  ?  The  court  cannot  imagine  one  that  could  avail 
him.  He  cannot  urge  that  he  has  parted  with  the  property.  The 
rules  point  out  to  him  the  conduct  that  he  is  to  pursue  in  that  event 
He  may  give  notice  to  the  vendee  of  the  insurance,  and  tender  an 
assignment.  K  the  vendee  refrise  to  receive  it,  he  is  bound  to  remain 
but  six  weeks  longer  under  the  obligation  to  pay  his  quotas  and 
indemnify  the  vendee,  at  the  end  of  which  time  he  will  be  entitled 
to  a  discharge,  upon  giving  due  notice,  and  complying  with  the  other 
requisitions  of  the  9th  section.  Nor  can  he  urge  that  he  has  no 
longer  any  interest  in  the  thing  insured;  this,  if  any  plea  at  all,  is 
none  in  his  lips.  It  belongs  to  the  insurer  to  avail  himself  of  it,  if 
it  belongs  to  any  one.  But  it  is  a  plea  not  true  in  fact ;  for 
[  •285  ]  he  continues  •to  indemnify  his  vendee  against  the  quotas 
that  may  be  assessed,  which,  by  possibility,  may  reach  to 
the  value  of  the  whole  property  sold  or  insured ;  and,  if  correct  in 
principle  or  fact,  still,  this  plea  could  not  avail  him,  since  it  is  in  con- 
sequence of  his  own  folly  or  laches,  that  he  continues  liable  to  pay 
the  premium  of  insurance  for  another's  property.  And  should  it  be 
urged  that  this  would  be  converting  an  actual  insurance  into  a  wager 
policy,  two  answers  may  be  given  to  it,  either  of  which  is  sufficient; 
that  there  is  nothing  illegal  in  a  wager  policy,  in  itself,  and  if  there 
were,  it  is  no  objection  in  this  case,  when  it  results  from  the  constitn- 
tion  and  laws  of  the  society. 

But  it  may  be  contended  that  the  insurer  is  discharged,  and,  there- 
fore, the  liability  for  the  quotas  ceases. 

It  is  unquestionably  true,  as  a  general  principle,  that  where  an 
insurer  runs  no  risk,  equity  does  not  consider  him  entitled  to  a  pre- 
mium ;  and,  although  there  exist  some  reasons  in  th6  policy  and 
constitution  of  this  society  to  apply  it,  in  its  fullest  extent,  to  this 
case,  yet,  to  give  the  argument  its  utmost  weight,  we  are  disposed  to 
concede  it.  But  what  has  occurred  in  this  case  to  discharge  the 
underwriters  from  their  contract  ?  The  subscriber  was  clearly  not 
discharged  from  his  liability  to  them,  and  this  single  consideration 
furnishes  a  strong  reason  for  holding  them  still  bound  under  their 
contract?  What  has  the  subscriber  done  inconsistent  with  that  con- 
tract ?  The  only  act  he  can  be  charged  with,  is  alienating, 
[  •  286  ]  without  indorsing,  the  policy.  But  •  alienation  alone  is 
perfectiy  consistent  with  the  contract,  for  the  policy  issues 
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to  him  and  his  assigns ;  and  so  far  from  interposing  any  obstruction 
to  alienation,  provision  is  made  for  that  very  case,  and  unlimited  dis- 
cretion vested  in  the  subscriber  to  indorse  his  policy  to  whom  he 
pleases.  Nor  is  alienation,  without  indorsing  the  policy,  considered 
in  any  more  offensive  light;  inasmuch  as  the  8th  section  which 
enforces  the  assignment,  declares  expressly,  that  it  is  for  the  benefit 
of  purchasers  and  mortgagees,  "  to  the  intent  that  they  may  not 
become  losers  thereby."  It  is  not  pretended  that  it  is  for  the  society's 
own  security ;  nor  do  they  ever  require  notice  to  be  given  them  in 
case  of  such  transfer  of  the  policy.  As  to  them,  therefore,  it  is  an 
innocent  act,  and  we  see  no  ground  on  which  the  society  can  be  dis- 
charged, either  to  the  vendor  or  vendee;  they  certainly  remain  liable, 
and  although  it  may  be  a  question  to  which  of  them  equity  would 
decree  the  money,  yet,  to  one  or  the  other,  it  certainly  would  be 
adjudged;  but  it  is  not  material  to  this  argument  which,  as  it  is  a 
question  between  the  vendor  and  vendee. 

If,  then,  the  case  presents  no  legal  ground  for  discharging  either 
insurer  or  insured  from  the  contract,  and  the  lien  created  by  the  6th 
section  be  commensurate  with  the  liability  of  the  insured,  it  will 
follow  that  the  plaintifis,  in  this  case,  ought  to  have  a  decree  in  their 
favor. 

But  we  will  examine,  at  a  closer  view,  the  liability  of  the  property 
in  the  hands  of  the  vendee.  That  he  is  not  liable  to  the  summary 
remedy,  is  evident,  from  a  variety  of  considerations.  He 
must,  then,  be  *  brought  into  chancery  to  have  his  property  [  *  287  ] 
subjected  to  the  consequences  of  the  lien,  whenever  a  loss 
happens,  and  a  quota  is  assessed.  In  that  case,  his  defence  will 
always  be  just  what  it  is  in  this  —  that  he  purchased  without  notice. 
But  this  was  never  held  to  be  a  defence  to  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, which  is  precisely  a  similar  case  to  this.  Nor  is  it  any  better 
defence  to  urge  that  he  could  derive  no  benefit  under  the  policy  in 
'  case  of  a  loss ;  for  this  is  precisely  the  same  defence,  a  little  varied, 
as  will  be  seen  by  supposing  that  the  vendee  of  a  mortgagor  should 
plead,  to  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  that  the  money  borrowed  did  not  come 
to  his  use.  But  his  case  is  not  as  good  as  that  of  the  vendee  of  the 
mortgagor  in  the  case  supposed ;  for  the  8th  section  makes  provision^ 
for  his  relief.  That  section  says :  "  To  the  end  that  purchasers,  or 
mortgagees,  of  any  property  insured,  may  not  become  losers  thereby," 
the  vendor  shall  give  them  notice,  and  indorse  the  policy  over.  In 
what  manner  shall  the  purchasers,  or  mortgagees,  become  losers, 
unless  the  lien  is  to  continue  on  the  property  in  their  hands  ?  If  the 
vendor  be  guilty  of  the  folly  of  paying  the  quotas,  and  the  vendee 
never  receives  notice  of  the  lien,  through  a  demand  from  the  society, 
VOL.  III.  47 
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there  is  no  damage  sustained.  If  he  should  be  assailed  with  sach  a 
demand,  he  has  a  right  to  require  of  the  vendee  an  assignment  of  the 
policy ;  and  as  there  existed  an  original  duty  to  make  such  an  assign- 
ment, it  may  well  be  held  to  operate,  mmc  pro  tunc,  and  carry  with  it 

all  the  benefits  of  an  original  assignment. 
[  *288  ]       *But  it  is  contended,  that  the  8th  section  explains  and 
limits  the  6th  section  in  such  a  manner  as  to  restrict  the 
duration  of  the  lien  in  the  hands  of  the  vendee  to  those  cases  only 
in  which  the  transfer  of  the  policy  also  takes  place. 

This  consequence  cannot  be  logically  maintained.  The  argument 
is,  that  the  words  ^  such  change,"  mean  only  a  change  of  the  property, 
attended  with  an  assignment  of  the  policy,  and  that,  if  the  legislature 
had  supposed  that  property  sold  would,  in  the  hands  of  the  vendee, 
remain  subject  to  the  lien,  they  would  not  expressly  have  subjected  it 
in  such  a  case.  But  this  section  will,  with  philological  correctness, 
admit  of  a  different  construction,  and  a  construction  more  consistent 
with  legal  principles,  inasmuch  as  it  will  not  admit  of  an  implication 
inconsistent  with  the  preceding  section,  and  even  with  other  parts 
of  the  same  section.  Nor,  if  the  construction  on  which  this  argn- 
ment  is  founded  were  unavoidable,  would  the  conclusion  follow  which 
the  argument  asserts.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the 
words  "  in  every  change,"  in  the  section  under  consideration  ?  The 
solution  is  only  to  be  found  by  referring  to  the  preceding  and  only 
other  clause  of  the  same  section :  and  there  we  find,  that  a  general 
provision  is  inevitably  to  be  made  for  every  possible  change  of  sale 
or  purchase.  The  operation  of  the  clause  will,  then,  be  only  to  con- 
firm and  support  the  general  words  of  the  6th  section,  and  if  it  left 
any  doubt  with  regard  to  the  duration  of  the  lien  in  the  hands  of 
the  vendee,  to  remove  those  doubts  by  express  provision. 
[  •  289  ]  This  construction  is  also  the  most  consistent  with  the  *  reci- 
tal in  the  first  clause  of  the  same  section,  which,  as  has  been 
before  observed,  with  another  view,  is  founded  altogether  on  the  idea 
that  property  sold  remained  pledged  to  the  society  in  the  hands  of 
the  vendee,  whether  with  or  without  notice ;  as  in  that  case  alone, 
could  vendees,  or  mortgagees,  need  the  protection  held  out  to  them 
in  that  clause. 

But  if  a  different  construction  could  legally  be  given«  to  that 
section,  so  as  to  restrict  the  words,  "  every  such  case,"  to  mean 
those  cases  only  which  were  attended  with  an  assignment  of  the 
policy,  it  would  not  follow  that  the  lien  ceased  its  operation  in  all 
others.  To  apply  to  this  case  the  maxim,  expressio  unius  est  ezclusio 
aUeriuSy  would  be  a  glaring  sophism.  For,  the  only  principle  on 
which  such  a  conclusion  could  be  founded  would  be,  that  the  rape- 
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tition  of  a  legal  provision,  included,  with  many  others,  in  another 
law,  produced  a  repeal  of  all  others  by  necessary  implication*  Such 
an  implication  may  be  resorted  to,  in  order  to  determine  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  in  a  case  of  doubtful  import,  but  cannot 
operate  to  destroy  the  effect  of  clear  and  unequivocal  expressions. 
An  obvious  and  unanswerable  objection  to  giving  this  effect  to  this 
clause,  is,  that  it  puts  it  in  the  power  of  the  subscriber  to  exonerate 
the  property  from  the  lien  by  the  single  act  of  sale,  not  even  sus- 
taining it  for  the  term  of  six  weeks  after  the  notice  given  of  hb 
intention  to  withdraw;  an  effect  glaringly  inconsistent,  no  less 
with  the  express  words  than  with  the  general  view  of  the  law  on 
this  subject  For  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  obliges 
the  vendee  to  accept  an  assignment  *  A  tender  to  him,  [  •  290  J 
therefore,  cannot  subject  him  to  any  onerous  consequences. 
He  does  no  more  than  what  he  may  lawfully  do.  If,  then,  the  lien 
ceases,  unless  he  accepts  the  assignment,  and  it  is  legally  at  his 
option  to  accept  or  refuse ;  the  subscriber,  in  having  the  right  to  sell 
to  whom  he  pleases,  has  also  the  duration  of  the  lien  submitted  to 
his  wilL 

Some  difficulty  has  also  existed  in  the  minds  of  some  of  the  court 
on  the  contingent  nature  of  this  lien,  whether  the  lien  was  complete 
to  all  purposes,  at  any  period  before  the  assessment  of  a  quota. 
But  on  this  subject,  the  majority  are  of  opinion  that,  as  to  legal 
incumbrancy,  or  duration  of  a  lien,  it  makes  no  difference  whether 
its  object  is  to  secure  an  existing  debt,  or  a  contingent  indemnity. 
In  the  case  of  Black  et  oL^  mortgagees  of  Graxdner  v»  Kraig  and 
Mitchell,  this  court  sustained  a  mortgage,  given  to  secure  an 
indorser  against  notes  which  he  might  indorse,  where  he  had  entered 
into  no  stipulation  to  indorse  for  the  mortgagor.  And,  in  the  case 
of  bonds  given  for  the  discharge  of  duties,  offices,  or  annuities,  it 
never  was  maintained  as  an  objection,  that  the  object  of  the  lien 
was  future,  contingent,  or  uncertain.  In  this  case,  the  mutual  stipu- 
lation to  indemnify  each  other  against  losses  operates  as  a  purchase 
of  the  lien,  and  places  the  parties  on  strong  equitable  grounds  as  to 
each  other. 

Some  cases  were  cited  in  the  argument  from  the  reports  of  decis- 
ions which  have  been  made  in  the  courts  of  Virginia.  This  court 
uniformly  acts  under  the  influence  of  a  desire  to  conform  its  deds- 
ions  to  those  of  the  state  courts  on  their  local  laws ;  and 
*  would  not  hesitate  to  pay  great  respect  to  those  decisions,  [  *  291  ] 
if  they  had  appeared  to  reach  the  question  now  under  con- 
sideration. But  they  are  persuaded  that  those  cases  do  not  come  up 
to  the  present     In  the  casjB  of  Greenhow  et  oL  v.  Barton,  (1  Munf. 
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590,)  it  is  true  that  the  decision  of  the  district  court,  which  was 
finally  confirmed,  was  in  favor  of  the  purchaser  without  notice.  But 
it  was  solely  on  the  question,  whether  be  was  liable  to  the  sununary 
remedy,  or,  in  other  words,  liable  generally,  as  a  member.  And  the 
case  of  Anne  Byrd,  reported  in  the  cases  of  the  general  court,  was 
likewise  the  case  of  a  motion  for  a  summary  judgment.  In  Hie 
latter  case  the  court  went  much  further,  in  charging  the  yendee,  than 
this  court  is  called  upon  to  proceed  in  the  present  case.  But  in 
neither  of  those  cases  was  a  bill  filed  to  charge  the  vendee,  bs  in  the 
present;  nor  was  the  question  brought  up  in  either,  detached  firom 
that  of  Us  general  liability  as  a  member. 

The  decree  below  will  be  reversed,  and  a  decree  ordered  to  be 
entered  for  the  complainants. 

Livingston,  J.,  and  Story,  J.,  dissented. 

Decree  reversed. 

6  W.  606. 
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[  *  292  ]  *  Walden  v.  The  Heirs  of  Oratz. 

1  w.  292. 

Under  the  Act  of  Assembly  of  Kentucky,  of  1798,  entitled,  "An  act  oonceming  champerty 
and  maintenance/'  a  deed  will  pass  the  title  to  lands,  notwithstanding  an  adTerse  posses- 
sion. 

The  Statnte  of  limitations  of  Eentacky,  does  not  differ  essentially  from  the  English 
statute  of  the  21  St  James  I.  c.  1,  and  is  to  be  oonstmed  as  that  statnte,  and  all  other  acts 
of  limitation  founded  upon  it,  have  been  constmed.  The  whole  possession  most  be  taken 
together ;  when  the  statnte  has  once  begun  to  run  it  continues ;  and  an  adyerse  possession 
nnder  a  surrey,  preyious  to  its  being  carried  into  grant,  may  be  connected  widi  a  snbse- 
qnent  possession. 

Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Kentucky*  This  vras 
an  action  of  ejectment  in  which  the  defendants  in  error  were  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below.  The  declaration  in 
ejectment  was  returned  to  the  November  term  of  that  court,  1813* 
At  the  May  term,  1814,  the  suit  was  abated  as  to  one  defendant; 
judgment  by  default  was  entered  against  Joseph  Day,  anoflier 
defendant;  and  the  defendants  were  admitted  to  defend  instead  of 
the  casual  ejector.    The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a 
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patent  issued  to  John  Craig,  in  November,  1784.  On  the  20th  of 
April,  1791,  John  Craig  conveyed  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  decla- 
ration, in  trostt  to  Robert  Johnson,  Elijah  Craig,  and  the  survivor  of 
them.  On  the  11th  of  February,  1813,  Robert  Johnson, 
siyling  himself  surviving  *  trustee,  conveyed  to  the  lessors  [  *  293  J 
of  the  plainti£  The  defendants  below,  now  [daintiffs  in 
error,  claimed  under  a  patent  issued  to  John  Cobum,  in  September, 
1795,  founded  on  a  survey  made  for  Benjamin  Netherland,  in  May, 
1782.  John  Cobum,  claiming  under  the  said  survey,  entered  thereon 
about  the  year  1790,  and  dwelt  in  a  house  within  the  limits  of  said 
survey,  but  without  the  lines  of  Craig's  patent.  On  the  trial,  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  below  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  — 

1st.  That  if  the  defendants,  and  those  under  whom  they  claim, 
were  in  the  actual  adverse  possession  of  the  lands  iil  question,  at  the 
making  of  the  deed  by  Craig's  trustee  to  the  lessors  of  the  plaintif]^ 
that  deed  did  not  pass  such  title  as  would  enable  them  to  recover  in 
this  suit. 

2d.  That  if  the  defendants,  and  those  under  whom  they  claim, 
were  in  the  actual  adverse  possession  of  the  lands  in  question,  at 
the  making  of  the  deed  by  Craig's  trustee  to  the  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  had  held  such  adverse  possession  for  twenty  years  next 
before  said  time,  that  said  deed  did  not  pass  such  title  as  would 
enable  the  plaintiffi  to  recover  in  this  suit 

3d.  That  if  the  defendants,  and  those  under  whom  they  claim, 
have  had  possession  of  the  land  in  question,  or  any  part  thereof,  for 
twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  lands  so  possessed  for  twenty  years. 

On  the  first  two  points,  the  court  instructed  the  jury,  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  the  deed  from 
Craig's  trustee  to  the  lessors  of  *  the  plaintiff,  would  not  [  *  294  ] 
pass  the  title  to  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff;  but  that  under 
the  operation  of  the  Act  of  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  of 
1798,  the  said  deed  was  valid,  and  did  pass  the  title  to  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintifis,  notwithstanding  the  adverse  possession  of  the  defend- 
ants. The  court  refused  to  give  the  last  instruction  applied  for,  but 
did  instruct  the  jury  that  if  Cobum  entered  upon  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, under  the  survey  on  which  his  patent  was  founded,  and  he, 
and  those  holding  under  him,  held  the  said  lands  for  twenty  years 
and  upwards,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  yet  as  the 
patent  to  Coburn  did  not  issue  until  1795,  such  possession  could  not 
avail  the  defendants  claiming  under  the  said  Coburn,  but  that  the 

plaintiffs  could  recover,  notwithstanding  such  possession.    To  these 

47  • 
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opinions  and  instractions,  given  by  the  court,  the  coonael  for  the 
defendants  below  excepted,  and  the  cause  was  brought  by  writ  of 
exror  into  this  court 

*Bdrdinj  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Hughes  and  Talbot^  contra. 

[  *  295  ]     *  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and, 
after  stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 
The  Act  of  Assembly,  on  which  the  opinion  of  the  court  below, 
on  the  first  question,  was  given,  is  entitled,  ''An  act  concerning 
champerty  and  maintenance."     It  enacts, ''  that  no  person 
[  *  296  ]  purchasing,  or  *  procuring  an  interest  in  any  legal  or  equit- 
able claim  to  land  held,  &c.,  shall  be  precluded  firom  prose- 
cuting or  defending  said  claim,  under  such  purchase  or  contract; 
neither  shaU  any  suit  or  suits,  brought  to  establish  such  purchase,  or 
make  good  the  title  to  such  claim,  be  considered  as  coming  wiihia 
the  provisions,  either  at  common  law  or  by  statute,  against  champerty 
or  maintenance,"  &c.     This  court  is  of  opinion  that  this  statute 
enabled  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  a  suit  in  their  own 
name  for  the  lands  conveyed  to  them,  and  that  there  is  no  error  in 
this  instruction  of  the  circuit  court 

On  the  third  question,  the  circuit  court  instructed  the  jury  that  an 
adverse  possession  under  a  survey,  previous  to  its  being  carried  into 
grant,  could  not  be  connected  with  a  subsequent  possession,  but  that 
the  computation  must  commence  firom  the  date  of  the  patent  In 
giving  this  opinion,  the  court  unquestionably  erred.  No  principle 
can  be  better  settled  than  that  the  whole  possession  must  be  taken 
together. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  error  have  endeavored  to  sustain 
this  opinion  by  a  construction  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  of  Ken- 
tucky. They  contend,  that  after  the  statute  has  begun  to  run,  it 
stops,  if  the  title  passes  to  a  person  under  any  legal  disability,  and 
recommences  after  such  disability  shall  be  removed.  This  constrac- 
tion,  in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  is  not  justified  by  the  words  of  the 
statute.  Its  language  does  not  vary  essentially  firom  the  language 
of  the  statute  of  James,  the  construction  of  which  has  been  well 
settled ;  and  it  is  to  be  construed  as  that  statute,  and  all 
[  •  297  ]  other  acts  of  limitation  *  founded  on  it,  have  been  construed 
This  court  is,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  there  is  error  in  the 
instruction  given  by  the  circuit  court  to  the  jury  on  the  third  prayer 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
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It  has  been  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintifi^  that  there  is 
also  error  in  the  judgment  rendered  against  Joseph  Day  by  default ; 
but  of  his  case  the  court  can  take  no  notice,  as  he  is  not  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  and  the  judgment  rendered  against  him  is  not 
before  us.  The  judgment  must  be  reversed  for  error  in  the  directions 
of  the  court  to  the  jury  on  the  third  point,  on  which  instructions 
were  given. 

JiidgTrient  reversed. 


*  The  Harrison.    Herbert,  Claimant.  [•298] 

1  W.  298. 

If  fhe  nadonal  character  of  property,  captared  and  broaght  in  for  a^jadication,  appears^i^^  j 
mmbignoos  or  nentral,  and  no  claim  is  interposed,  the  cause  is  postponed  for  a  year  and  a 
day  after  the  prize  proceedings  are  commenced ;  and  if  no  claimant  appears  within  that 
time,  the  property  is  condemned  to  the  captors. 

In  prize  causes  this  court  has  an  appellate  jurisdiction  only,  and  a  claim  cannot  for  the  first 
time  be  interposed  here ;  bat  where  the  court  below  had  proceeded  to  adjudication  before 
the  above  period  had  elapsed,  the  cause  was  remanded  to  that  court,  with  directions  to 
allow  a  claim  to  be  filed  therein,  and  the  libel  to  be  amended,  &c 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Maryland.  The 
libel  filed  by  the  captors,  in  this  case,  in  the  dbtrict  court,  alleged, 
that  the  goods  for  which  condemnation  was  sought,  were  captured, 
and  taken  out  of  a  Spanish  vessel.  No  claim  was  filed  for  the  goods 
in  either  of  the  courts  below.  But,  upon  the  hearing,  the  district 
court  dismissed  the  libel,  upon  the  ground  that  the  property,  to 
•whomsoever  belonging,  was  protected  by  the  15th  article 
•  of  the  treaty  of  1795,  with  Spain,  by  which  free  ships  [  *  299  ] 
make  firee  goods ;  and  this  decree  was  affirmed,  upon  the 
same  principle,  in  the  circuit  court  The  captors  brought  the  cause, 
by  appeal,  to  this  court;  and  a  motion  was  made  by  Windery  in 
behalf  of  Ehry  Herbert,  an  asserted  claimant,  to  be  admitted  to  file 
a  claim  in  this  court. 

Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

We  have  considered  this  question  with  a  view  to  the  general  rules 
of  practice.  Whenever  a  prize  is  brought  to  adjudication  in  the 
admiralty,  if,  upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause  upon  the  ship's  papers, 
and  the  evidence  taken  in  preparatory,  the  property  appears  to  belong 


VI' 

cf'/ 

w. 

/  .■/- 

w. 

.'^/ 

W 

^■7 

H< 

c\' 

W. 

■  ^(J- 

w. 

^L^i 

w. 

..v<f 

? 

^^0 

-p. 

-A-/ 

7? 

--1    .  /> 

P    V 

A^r. 

p  c 

^>v^ 

? 

c^    V 

p 

«  V<  ^ 

■r. 

iT. 

^^v 

A.^ 

,r. 

*:*'  *^ 

.T. 

.<^3 

r. 

.^,'V 

,r. 

,v 

'T. 

.-.?' 

'    >i  *'? 

'H 

U^y^-^ 

562         SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee.    I  W. 

[  *303  ]  inga  the  lands  in  the  declaration  mentioned  *weie  sold,  and 
the  defendants  in  the  court  below  hold  under  that  sale. 

There  are  other  points  raised  in  the  special  verdict,  and  urged  by 
counsel ;  but  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  notice  them,  and  the  court 
does  not  mean  to  give  any  opinion  on  them.  The  court  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiffs  below,  and  that  judgment  is  now  before  thia 
court  on  a  writ  of  error. 

It  is  contended  by  the  defendants  in  error  that  this  judgment  hav* 
ing  been  rendered  subsequent  to  the  treaty  of  peace  of  1783,  and  in 
direct  repugnance  thereto,  is  not  merely  voidable,  but  absoli^Ltely 
void.'    By  the  plaintiffs  it  is  alleged  to  be  voidable  only. 

This  court  cannot  now  decide  that  question.  The  verdict  does 
not  find  that  Donald  Fisher  held  his  title  until  the  treaty  of  1794  was 
made,  and  although  nothing  is  found  to  show  that  he  has  parted 
with  it,  yet  the  court  cannot  presume  that  he  did  not  part  with  it 
The  verdict  ought  to  have  shown  that  the  title  was  in  Donald  Fisher 
when  the  treaty  was  made,  and  continued  in  him  to  the  time  of  his 
death.  For  this  essential  defect,  the  verdict  is  too  imperfect  to 
enable  the  court  to  decide  on  the  case.  The  judgment  of  tiie  drcait 
court  must,  therefore,  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  to  that 
court,  with  directions  to  award  a  venire  facias  de  novo. 

4  W.  453;  9  W.  489 ;  14  P.  853. 


[  *  304  ]  *  Martin,  Heir  at  law  and  devisee  of  Fair&x,  o.  Hunter's 

Lessee. 

1  W.  304. 

The  25th  section  of  the  Jadiciary  Act  (I  Stats,  at  Large,  85, )  is  a  constitational  and  yalid  kv. 

A  writ  of  error  is  the  proper  remedy  to  revise  an  enroneoas  proceeding  nnder  a  mandate  of 
this  conrt,  in  a  proceeding  at  law. 

The  return  of  a  copy  of  the  record  of  a  state  court,  duly  certified  by  the  clerk,  and  annexed 
to  the  writ  of  error,  is  a  sufficient  return. 

The  omission  to  take  a  bond,  pursuant  to  the  22d  section  of  the  Jndiciaxy  Act,  (1  Stats,  at 
Lai^e,  84,)  does  not  avoid  the  writ  of  error. 

Under  the  25th  section  of  tlie  Judiciary  Act,  where  the  question  is,  whether  a  title  was  pro- 
tected by  a  treaty,  this  court  has  power  to  determine  upon  the  validity  of  the  title. 

[  *  305  ]      *  This  case  is  folly  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  conit. 
Jcmes^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Tucker  and  Dexter ^  for  the  defendant 
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•  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  [  *  323  ] 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  from  the  court  of  appeals  of  Virginia,  ^ 

founded  upon  the  refusal  of  that  court  to  obey  the  mandate  of  this^^S  /^'^^? 
court,  requiring  the  judgment  rendered  in  ibis  very  cause,  at  February  //  /^y^ 
term,  1813,  to  be  carried  into  due  execution.   The  following  is  the  judg-j>  //.  ^ ^  J" 
ment  of  the  court  of  appeals  rendered  on  the  mandate :  "  The  courtii'  ^-  -r^  ^ 
is  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  the  appellate  power  of  the  supreme T^  '-^^ 
court  of  the  United  States  does  not  extend  to  this  court,  under  a/^^^*"  S^ 
sound  construction  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States;  that  so/^y  ^^^^ 
much  of  the  25th  section  of  the  act  of  congress  to  establish  the  judi-'^'^'^  -^  "^^ 
cial  courts  of  the  United  States,  as  extends  the  appellate  jurisdiction /^^  f/ 
of  the  supreme  court  to  this  court,  is  not  in  pursuance  of  the  ^^  //.  ^^^  ^ 

constitution  of  the  •United  States;  that  the  writ  of  error  [  •334  ]-?.5^.^^y 
in  this  cause,  was  improvidently  allowed  under  the  author-  ^%a  ^S4 

ity  of  that  act;  that  the  proceedings  thereon  in  the  supreme  cour^^^/j.  j:^si 
we^e  coram  nonjudice^  in  relation  to  this  court,  and  that  obedience  to  7^4-  ^  7^^ 
its  mandate  be  declined  by  the  court."  /2WA*  ' i^^''^ 

The  questions  involved  in  this  judgment  are  of  great  importance  ,^^"  ^  '^^; 
and  delicacy.    Perhaps  it  is  not  too  much  to  affirm,  that,  upon  their/}  yi//^.  ^^^ 
right  decision,  rest  some  of  the  most  solid  principles  which  have/i^^/^'f "^  ^ '^ 
hitherto  been  supposed  to  sustain  and  protect  the  constitution  itsel£^7'^^'  /.  /^ 
The  great  respectability,  too,  of  the  court  whose  decisions  we  ^^Z\!^m  ^  'd ' 
called  upon  to  review,  and  the  entire  deference  which  we  entertain/?^      t?'"^ 
for  the  learning  and  ability  of  that  court,  add  much  to  the  difficulty ^^      ^  h 
of  the  task  which  has  so  unwelcomely  faUen  upon  us.     It  is,  how-^^  // $ 
ever,  a  source  of  consolation,  that  we  have  had  the  assistance  of  most^^.  ^ ,  y 
able  and  learned  arguments  to  aid  our  inquiries ;  and  that  the  opinion  f^  -^--^  ^' 
which  is  now  to  be  pronounced  has  been  weighed  with  every  solicitude^^  ^"^  ^ 
to  come  to  a  correct  result,  and  matured  after  solemn  deliberation.    /^:;^?  ;?  ^  7 

Before  proceeding  to  the  principal  questions,  it  may  not  be  unfit/^^*  ^  p^ 
to  dispose  of  some  preliminary  considerations  which  have  grown  out^^^.  j  //^ 
of  the  arguments  at  the  bar.  /  a^^  ^  ^^ 

The  constitution  of  the  United  States  was  ordained  and  estab-^^^  "/t/^ 
lished,  not  by  the  States  in  their  sovereign  capacities,  but  emphati-/^^  ^I'TS 
cally,  as  the  preamble  of  the  constitution,  declares,  by  "the  people/z^^    --^'^^ 


of  the  United  States."     There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was 


competent  to  the  people  to  invest  the  genersil  •government  [  •  325  J  yf    ^  «-^'^ 
with  all  the  powers  which  they  might  deem  proper  and  ^f.  .^  /^' 

necessary ;  to  extend  or  restrain  these  powers  according  to  their  own  /gf.    /  / 
good  pleasure,  and  to  give  them  a  paramount  and  supreme  authority. /Tf.   -^  ^^ 
As  Utile  doubt  can  there  be,  that  the  people  had  a  right  to  prohibit-^/i^- 
to  the  States  the  exercise  of  any  powers  which  were,  in  their  judg- 
ment, incompatible  with  the  objects  of  the  general  compact;  to  make 
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the  powers  of  the  state  governmeiitB,  iu  given  cases,  subordinate  to 
those  of  the  nation,  or  to  reserve  to  tiiemselves  those  sovereign 
authorities  which  they  might  not  choose  to  delegate  to  either.  The 
constitution  was  not,  therefore,  necessarily  carved  out  of  existing 
state  sovereignties,  nor  a  surrender  of  powers  already  existing  in 
state  institutions,  for  the  powers  of  the  States  depend  ^upon  their 
own  constitutions ;  and  the  people  of  every  State  had  the  right  to 
modify  and  restrain  them,  according  to  their  own  views  of  policy  or 
principle.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  sovereign 
powers  vested  in  the  state  governments,  by  their  respective  constitu- 
tions, remained  unaltered  and  unimpaired,  except  so  far  as  they  were 
granted  to  the  government  of  the  United  States. 

These  deductions  do  not  rest  upon  general  reasoning,  plain  and 
obvious  as  they  seem  to  be.  They  have  been  positively  recognized 
by  one  of  the  articles  in  amendment  of  the  constitution,  which 
declares  that  ^<  the  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by 
the  constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to 

the  States  respectively,  or  to  the  people." 
[  *  326  ]  *The  government,  then,  of  the  United  States,  *ean  claim 
no  powers  which  are  not  granted  to  it  by  the  constitution, 
and  the  powers  actually  granted  must  be  such  as  are  expressly 
given,  or  given  by  necessary  implication.  On  the  other  hand,  this 
instrument,  like  every  other  gmnt,  is  to  have  a  reasonable  construction, 
according  to  the  import  of  its  terms;  and  where  a  power  is  expressly 
given  in  general  terms,  it  is  not  to  be  restrained  to  particular  cases, 
unless  that  construction  grows  out  of  the  context  expressly,  or  by 
necessary  implication.  The  words  are  to  be  taken  in  their  natural 
and  obvious  sense,  and  not  in  a  sense  unreasonably  restricted  ot 
enlarged. 

The  constitution,  unavoidably,  deals  in  general  language.  It  did 
not  suit  the  purposes  of  the  people,  in  framing  this  great  charter  of 
our  liberties,  to  provide  for  minute  specifications  of  its  powers,  or  to 
declare  the  means  by  which  those  powers  should  be  carried  into 
execution.  It  was  foreseen  that  this  would  be  a  perilous  and  difficult, 
if  not  an  impracticable,  task.  The  instrument  was  not  intended  to 
provide  merely  for  the  exigencies  of  a  few  years,  but  was  to  endure 
through  a  long  lapse  of  ages,  the  events  of  which  were  locked  up  in 
the.  inscrutable  purposes  of  Providejice.  It  could  not  be  foreseen 
what  new  changes  and  modifications  of  power  might  be  indispensa- 
ble to  effectuate  the  general  objects  of  the  charter ;  and  restrictions 
and  specifications,  which  at  the  present  might  seem  salutary,  might, 
in  the  end,  prove  the  overthrow  of  the  system  itself.  Hence  its 
powers  are  expressed  in  general  terms,  leaving  to  the  legislatore, 
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from  time,  to  *time,  to  adopt  its  own  means  to  effect\iate  [  *  327  ] 

legitimate  objects,  and  to  mould  and  model  the  exercise  of 

its  powers,  as  its  own  wisdom  and  the  public  interests  should  require. 

With  these  principles  in  view,  principles  in  respect  to  which  no 
difference  of  opinion  ought  to  be  indulged,  let  us  now  proceed  to 
the  interpretation  of  the  constitution,  so  far  as  regards  the  great 
points  in  controversy. 

.  The  third  article  of  the  constitution  is  that  which  must  principally 
attract  our  attention.  The  Ist  section  declares,  <<  the  judicial  power 
of  the  United  States  shall  be  vested  in  one  supreme  court,  and  in 
such  other  inferior  courts  as  the  congress  may,  from  time  to  time, 
ordain  and  establish,"  The  2d  section  declares  that, ''  the  judicial 
power  shaU  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  or  equity,  arising  under  this 
constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  treaties  made, 
ot  which  shall  be  made,  under  their  authority ;  to  all  cases  affecting 
ambassadors,  other  public  ministers  and  consuls;  to  aU  cases  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction ;  to  controversies  to  which  the 
United.  States  shaU  be  a  party ;  to  controversies  between  two  or  more 
States;  between  a  State  and  citizens  of  another  State;  between 
citizens  of  different  States;  between  citizens  of  the  same  State 
claiming  lands  under  the  grants  of  different  States ;  and  between  a 
State  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  states,  citizens,  or  subjects.** 
It  then  proceeds  to  declare,  that  '<  in  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors, 
other  public  ministers  and  consuls,  and  those  in  which  a  State  shall 
be  a  party,  the  supreme  court  shall  have  original  jurisdiction. 
•  In  aU  the  other  cases  before  mentioned  the  supreme  court  [  *  328  ] 
shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and  fact^ 
with  such  exceptions,  and  under  such  regulations,  as  the  congress 
shall  make." 

Such  is  the  language  of  the  article  creating  and  defining  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States.  It  is  the  voice  of  the  whole 
American  people  solemnly  declared,  in  establishing  one  great  depart- 
ment of  that  government  which  was,  in  many  respects,  national,  and 
in  all,  supreme.  It  is  a  part  of  the  very  same  instrument  which  was 
to  act  not  merely  upon  individuals,  but  upon  States ;  and  to  deprive 
them  altogether  of  the  exercise  of  some  powers  of  sovereignty,  and 
to  restrain  and  regulate  them  in  the  exercise  of  others. 

Let  this  article  be  carefully  weighed  and  considered.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  article  throughout  is  manifestly  designed  to  be  manda- 
tory upon  the  legislature.  Its  obligatory  force  is  so  imperative,  that 
congress  could  not,  without  a  violation  of  its  duty,  have  refused  to 
carry  it  into  operation.  The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
shaU  be  vested  (not  may  be  vested)  in  one  supreme  court,  and  in 
VOL.  III.  48 
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such  inferior  courts  as  congress  may,  from  time  to  time,  ordain  and 
establish.  Could  congress  have  lawftilly  refused  to  create  a  supreme 
court,  or  to  vest  in  it  the  constitutional  jurisdiction  ?  ^  The  judges, 
both  of  the  supreme  and  inferior  courts,  shall  hold  their  offices  during 
good  behaviour,  and  shall,  at  stated  times,  receive,  for  their  services, 
a  compensation  which  shall  not  be  diminished  during  their  continu- 
ance in  office."*  Could  congress  create  or  limit  any  oth^ 
[  *  329  ]  teniire  of  'the  judicial  office  ?  Could  they  refuse  to  pay, 
at  stated  times,  the  stipulated  salary,  or  diminish  it  during 
their  continuance  in  office?  But  one  answer  can  be  given  to  tiiese 
questions ;  it  must  be  in  the  negative.  The  object  of  the  constita- 
tion  was  to  establish  three  great  departments  of  government ;  the 
legislative,  the  executive,  and  the  judicial  departments.  The  first 
was  to  pass  laws,  the  second  to  approve  and  execute  them,  and  tiie 
third  to  expound  and  enforce  them*  Without  the  latter,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  carry  into  effect  some  of  the  express  provisions  of 
the  constitution.  How,  otherwise,  could  crimes  against  the  United 
States  be  tried  and  punished?  How  could  causes  between  two 
.States  be  heard  and  determined?  The  judicial  power  must,  there- 
fore, be  vested  in  some  court,  by  ddngress ;  and  to  suppose  that  it 
was  not  an  obligation  binding  on  them,  but  might,  at  their  pleasure, 
be  omitted  or  declined,  is  to  suppose  that,  under  the  sanction  of  the 
constitution,  they  might  defeat  the  constitution  itself.  A  construction 
which  would  lead  to  such  a  result  cannot  be  sound. 

The  same  expression,  "  shall  be  vested,"  occurs  in  other  parts  of 
the  constitution,  in  defining  the  powers  of  the  other  coordinate 
branches  of  the  government  The  first  article  declares  that  "  all  legis- 
lative powers  herein  granted  shall  be  vested  in  a  congress  of  the  United 
States."  Will  it  be  contended  that  the  legislative  power  is  not  ab- 
solutely vested  ?  that  the  words  merely  refer  to  some  future  act,  and 
mean  only  that  the  legislative  power  may  hereafleir  be 
[  •330  ]  vested?  The  second  article  declares  that  "the  *  executive 
power  shall  be  vested  in  a  President  of  fhe  United  States  of 
America."  Could  congress  vest  it  in  any  other  person ;  or,  is  it  to 
await  their  good  pleasure,*  whether  it  is  to  vest  at  all  ?  It  is  appar- 
ent that  such  a  construction,  in  either  case,  would  be  utterly  inadmis- 
sible. Why,  then,  is  it  entitled  to  a  better  support  in  reference  to  the 
judicial  department  ? 

ff,  then,  it  is  a  duty  of  congress  to  vest  the  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States,  it  is  a  duty  to  vest  the  whole  judicial  power.  The 
language,  if  imperative  as  to  one  part,  is  imperative  as  to  alL  If  it 
were  otherwise,  this  anomaly  would  exist,  that  congress  might  suc- 
cessively refuse  to  vest  the  jurisdiction  in  any  one  class  of  cases  enu- 
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merated  in  the  constitution,  and  thereby  defeat  the  jurisdiction  as  to 
all ;  for  the  constitution  has  not  singled  out  any  class  on  which  con- 
gress are  bound  to  act  in  preference  to  others. 

The  next  consideration  is  as  to  the  courts  in  which  the  judicial 
power  shall  be  vested.  It  is  manifest  that  a  supreme  court  must  be 
established ;  but  whether  it  be  equally  obligatory  to  establish  inferior 
courts,  is  a  question  of  some  difficulty.  If  congress  may  lawfully 
omit  to  establish  inferior  courts,  it  might  follow,  that  in  some  of  the 
enumerated  cases  the  judicial  power  could  nowhere  exist  The 
supreme  court  can  have  original  jurisdiction  in  two  classes  of  cases 
only,  namely,  in  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  pubUc  ministers  and 
consuls,  and  in  cases  in  which  a  State  is  a  party.  Congress  cannot 
vest  any  portion  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States, 
except  in  courts  ordained  and  established  by  •itself;  and  [*331  ] 
if  in  any  of  the  cases  enumerated  in  the  constitution,  the 
state  courts  did  not  then  possess  jurisdiction,  the  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  supreme  court  (admitting  that  it  could  act  on  state  courts) 
could  not  reach  those  cases,  and  consequently,  the  injunction  of  the 
constitution,  that  the  judicial  power  "  shall  be  vested,"  would  be  dis- 
obeyed. It  would  seem,  therefore,  to  foUow,  that  congress  are  bound 
to  create  some  inferior  courts,  in  wjiich  to  vest  all  that  jurisdiction 
which,  under  the  constitution,  is  exclusively  vested  in  the  United 
States,  and  of  which  the  supreme  court  cannot  take  original  cognizance. 
.  They  might  establish  one  or  more  inferior  courts ;  they  might  parcel 
out  the  jurisdiction  among  such  courts,  from  time  to  time,  at  their 
own  pleasure.  But  the  whole  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
should  be,  at  all  times,  vested  either  in  an  origined  or  appellate  form, 
in  some  courts  .created  under  its  authority. 

This  construction  will  be  fortified  by  an  attentive  examination  of 
the  second  section  of  the  third  article.  The  words  are  "  the  judi- 
cial power  shall  extend,"  &c.  Much  minute  and  elaborate  criticism 
has  been  employed  upon  these  words.  It  has  been  argued  that  they 
are  equivalent  to  the  words  "  may  extend,"  and  that  "extend  "  means 
to  widen  to  new  cases  not  before  within  the  scope  of  the  power.  For 
the  reasons  which  have  been  already  stated,  we  sure  of  opinion  that 
the  words  are  used  in  an  imperative  sense.  They  import  an  abso- 
lute grant  of  judicial  power. .  They  cannot  have  a  relative  significa- 
tion applicable  to  powers  already  granted ;  for  the  American 
peoples  'had  not  made  any  previous  grant.  The  constitu-  [  *  332  ] 
tion  was  for  a  new  government,  organized  with  new  substan- 
tive powers,  and  not  a  mere  supplementary  charter  to  a  government 
already  existing.  The  confederation  was  a  compact  between  States ; 
and  its  structure  and  powers  were  wholly  unlike  those  of  the  national 
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government.  The  constitation  was  an  act  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  supersede  the  confederation,  and  not  to  be  ^igrafted  on  it^ 
as  a  stock  through  which  it  was  to  receive  life  and  nourishment. 

If,  indeed,  the  relative  signification  conld  be  fixed  npon  the  term 
^  extend,"  it  conld  not,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  subserve  the  pur^ 
poses  of  the  argument  in  support  of  which  it  has  been  adduced.  This 
imperative  sense  of  the  words  ''shall  extend,"  is  strengthened  by  the 
context  It  is  declared  that ''  in  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  jcc, 
that  the  supreme  court  shall  have  original  jurisdiction."  Could  con- 
gress withhold  original  jurisdiction  in  these  cases  from  the  aupveme 
court?  The  clause  proceeds:  '' In  all  the  other  cases  before  men*- 
tioned,  the  supreme  court  shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as 
to  law  and  fact,  with  such  exceptions,  and  under  such  regulations, 
as  the  congress  shall  make."  The  very  exception  here  shows  that 
the  framers  of  the  constitution  used  the  words  in  an  imperative 
sense.  What  necessity  could  there  exist  for  this  exception  if  the 
preceding  words  were  not  used  in  that  sense  ?  Without  sudi 
exception,  congress  would,  by  the  preceding  words,  have  possessed 
a  complete  power  to  regulate  the  appellate  jurisdiction, 
£  *  333  ]  if  the  language  were  *  only  equivalent  to  the  words  "'  may 
have  "  appellate  jurisdiction.  It  is  apparent,  then,  that  the 
exception  was  intended  as  a  limitation  upon  the  preceding  words,  to 
enable  congress  to  regulate  and  restrain  the  appellate  power,  as  tiie 
public  interests  might,  from  time  to  time,  require. 

Other  clauses  in  the  constitution  might  be  brought  in  aid  of  this 
construction ;  but  a  minute  examination  of  them  cannot  be  necessary, 
and  would  occupy  too  much  time.  It  will  be  found  that  whenever  a 
particular  object  is  to  be  effected,  the  language  of  the  constitution  is 
always  imperative,  and  cannot  be  disregarded  without  violating  the 
first  principles  of  public  duty.  On  the  other  hand,  the  legislative 
powers  are  given  in  language  which  implies  discretion,  as  from  the 
nature  of  legislative  power  sucb  a  discretion  must  ever  be  exercised. 

It  being)  then,  established  that  the  language  of  this  clause  is  imper- 
ative, the  next  question  is  as  to  the  cases  to  which  it  shall  apply. 
The  answer  is  found  in  the  constitution  itself.  The  judidrl  power 
shall  extend  to  all  the  cases  enumerated  in  the  constitution.  As  the 
mode  is  not  limited,  it  may  extend  to  all  such  cases,  in  any  form, 
in  which  judicial  power  may  be  exercised.  It  may,  therefore,  extend 
to  them  in  the  sjiape  of  original  or  appellate  jurisdiction,  or  both;  for 
there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  cases  which  binds  to  the  exerdse 
of  the  one  in  preference  to  the  other. 

In  what  cases,  if  any,  is  this  judicial  power  exclusive,  or  exdn- 
sive  at  the  election  of  congress  ?     It  will  be  observed  that  there  aze 
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two  classes  of  cases  enumerated  *  in  the  constitution,  between  [  *  334  ] 
which  a  distinction  seems  to  be  drawn.  The  first  class 
includes  cases  arising  under  the  constitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the 
United  States ;  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  public  ministers 
and  consuls,  and  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction.  In 
this  class  the  expression  is,  and  that  the  judicial  power  shall  extend  to 
all  cases ;  but  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  clause,  which  embraces  all 
the  other  cases  of  national  cognizance,  and  forms  the  second  class, 
the  word  "  all  *'  is  dropped  seemingly  ex  industria.  Here  the  judicial 
authority  is  to  extend  to  controversies  (not  to  all  controversies)  to 
which  the  United  States  shall  be  a  party,  &c.  From  thi&  difference 
of  phraseology,  perhaps  a  difference  of  constitutional  intention  may, 
with  propriety,  be  inferred.  It  is  hardly  to  be  presumed  that  the 
variation  in  the  language  could  have  been  accidental.  It  must  have 
been  the  result  of  some  determinate  reason ;  and  it  is  not  very  diffi- 
cult to  find  a  reason  sufficient  to  support  the  apparent  change  of 
intention.  In  respect  to  the  first  class,  it  may  well  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  framers  of  the  constitution  imperatively  to  extend 
the  judicial  power  either  in  an  original  or  appellate  form  to  all  cases ; 
and  in  the  latter  class  to  leave  it  to  congress  to  qualify  the  jurisdic- 
tion, original  or  appellate,  in  such  manner  as  public  policy  might 
dictate. 

The  vital  importance  of  all  the  cases  enumerated  in  the  first  class 
to  the  national  sovereignty,  loight  warrant  such  a  distinction.  In  the 
first  place,  as  to  cases  arising  under  the  constitution,  laws,  and  trea- 
ties of  the  United  States.  Here  the  state  co\irts  could 
•  not  ordinarily  possess  a  direct  jurisdiction.  The  jurisdic-  [  *  335  ] 
tion  over  such  cases  could  not  exist  in  the  state  courts  pre- 
vious to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  and  it  could  not  afterwards 
be  directly  conferred  on  them ;  for  the  constittition  expressly  requires 
the  judicial  power  to  be  vested  in  courts  ordained  and  established 
by  the  United  States.  This  class  of  cases  would  embrace  civil  as 
well  as  criminal  jurisdiction,  and  affect  not  only  our  internal  policy, 
but  our  foreign  relations.  It  would,  therefore,  be  perilous  to  restrain 
it  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  inasmuch  as  it  might  hazard  the 
national  safety.  The  same  remarks  may  be  urged  as  to  cases  affect- 
ing ambassadors,  other  public  ministers,  and  consuls,  who  are  em- 
phatically placed  under  the  guardianship  of  the  law  of  nations; 
and  as  to  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  the  admiralty 
jurisdiction  embraces  all  questions  of  prize  and  salvage,  in  the  correct 
adjudication  of  which  foreign  nations  are  deeply  interested;  it  em- 
braces also  hiaritime  torts,  contracts^  and  offences,  in  which  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  law  and  comity  of  nations  often  form  an  essential  inquiry 

48* 
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All  these  cases,  then,  enter  into  the  national  policy,  affect  the  national 
rights,  and  may  compromit  the  national  sovereignty.  The  original 
or  appellate  jurisdiction  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  restrained,  but 
should  be  commensurate  with  the  mischiefs  intended  to  be  remedied, 
and,  of  course,  should  extend  to  all  cases  whatsoever. 

A  different  policy  might  well  be  adopted  in  reference  to  the  second 

class  of  cases ;  for  although  it  might  be  fit  that  the  judicial 
[•336]  power  should  extend  •to  aU -controversies  to  which  the 

United  States  should  be  a  party,  yet  this  power  might  not 
have  been  imperatively  given,  lest  it  should  imply  a  right  to  take 
cognizance  of  original  suits  brought  against  the  United  States  as 
defendants  in  their  own  courts.  It  might  not  have  been  deemed 
proper  to  submit  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States,  against  their 
own  will,  to  judicial  cognizance,  either  to  enforce  rights  or  to  prevent 
wrongs ;  and  as  to  the  other  cases  of  the  second  class,  they  might 
well  be  left  to  be  exercised  under  the  exceptions  and  regulations 
which  congress  might,  in  their  wisdom,  choose  to  apply.  It  is 
also  worthy  of  remark,  that  congress  seem,  in  a  good  degree,  in 
the  establishment  of  the  present  judicial  system,  to  have  adopted 
this  distinction.  In  the  first  class  of  cases,  the  jurisdiction  is  not 
limited  except  by  the  subject-matter;  in  the  second,  it  is  made 
materially  to  depend  upon  the  value  in  controversy. 

We  do  not,  however,  profess  to  place  any  implicit  reliance  upon 
the  distinction  which  has  here  been  stated  and  endeavored  to  be 
illustrated.  It  has  the  rather  been  brought  into  view  in.deference  to 
the  legislative  opinion,  which  has  so  long  acted  upon,  and  enforced 
this  distinction.  But  there  is,  certainly,  vast  weight  in  the  argument 
which  has  been  urged,  ^  that  the  constitution  is  imperative  upon 
congress  to  vest  all  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
shape  of  original  jurisdiction,  in  the  supreme  and  inferior  courts 
created  under  its  own  authority.     At  all  events,  whether  the  one 

construction  or  the  other  prevail,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
[  •  337  ]  judicial  power  of  the  *  United  States  is  unavoidably,  in 

some  cases,  exclusive  of  all  state  authority,  and  in  all 
others  may  be  made  so  at  the  election  of  congress.  No  part  of  the 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  can,  consistently  with  the 
constitution,  be  delegated  to  state  tribunals.  The  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  is  of  the  same  exclusive- cognizance;  and  it 
can  only  be  in  those  cases  where,  previous  to  the  constitution,  state 
tribunals  possessed  jurisdiction  independent  of  national  authority, 
that  they  can  now  constitutionally  exercise  a  concurrent  jurisdiction. 
Congress,  throughout  the  Judicied  Act,'  and  particularly  in  the  9th, 

1 1  Stats,  at  Large,  73. 
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11th,  and  13th  sections,  have  legislated  upon  the  supposition  that  in  all 
the  cases  to  which  the  judicial  powers  of  the  United  States  extended, 
they  might  rightfully  vest  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  their  own  courts. 

But  even  admitting  that  the  language  of  the  constitution  is  not 
mandatory,  and  that  congress  -may  constitutionally  omit  to  vest  the 
judicial  power  in  courts  of  the  United  States,  it  cannot  be  denied 
that  when  it  is  vested,  it  may  be  exercised  to  the  utmost  constitutional 
snt 

leads  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  great  question  as  to  the 
n^re  and  extent  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 
We  have  already  seen  that  appellate  jurisdiction  is  givea-  by  the 
constitution  to  the  supreme  court  in  all  cases  where  it  has  ,not 
original  jurisdiction,  subject,  however,  to  such  exceptions  and  regu* 
lations  as  congress  may  prescribe.  It  is,  therefore,  capable  of 
embracing  every  case  enumerated  in  the  constitution,  which 
is  not  exclusively  to  be  decided  by  way  of  original  •juris-  [  *  338  ] 
diction.  But  the  exercise  of  appellate  jurisdiction  is  far 
from  being  limited  by  the  terms  of  the  constitution  to  the  supreme 
court  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  congress  may  create  a  succession 
of  inferior  tribunals,  in  each  of  which  it  may  vest  appellate  as  well 
as  original  jurisdiction.  The  judicied  power  is  delegated  by  the 
constitution  in  the  most  general  terms,  and  may,  therefore,  be  exer- 
cised by  congress  under  every  variety  of  form,  of  appellate  or  original 
jurisdiction.  And  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  constitution  which 
restrains  or  limits  this  power,  it  must,  therefore,  .in  all  other  cases, 
subsist  in  the  utmost  latitude  of  which,  in  its  own  nature,  it  is 
susceptible. 

As,  then,  by  the  terms  of  the  constitution,  the  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion  is  not  limited  as  to  the  supreme  court,  and  as  to  this  court  it  may 
be  exercised  in  all  other  cases  than,  those  of  which  it  has  original 
cognizance,  what  is  there  to  restrain  its  exercise  over  state  tribunals 
in  the  enumerated  ca^es  ?  The  appellate  power  is  not  limited  by  the 
terms  of  the  third  article  to  any  particular  courts.  The  words  are, "  the 
judicial  power  (which  includes  appellate  power)  shall  extend  to  all 
cases,"  Sacy  and  <'  in  all  other  cases  before  mentioned  the  supreme 
court  shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction."  It  is  the  case,  then,  and 
not  the  court,  that  gives  the  jurisdiction.  If  the  judicial  power 
extends  to  the  case,  it  will  be  in  vain  to  search  in  the  letter  of  the 
constitution  for  any  qualification  as  to  the  tribunal  where  it  depends. 
It  is  incumbent,  then,  upon  those  who  assert  such  a  qualification  to 
show  its  existence  by  necessary  implication.  If  the  text ' 
*be  clear  and  distinct,  no  restriction  upon  its  plain  and  [  *339  ] 
obvious  import  ought  to  be  admitted,  unless  the  inference 
be  irresistible. 


572         SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

Hanin  v.  Banter's  Letseeu    l^W. 

If  the  constitution  meant  to  limit  the  appellate  jurisdiction  to 
cases  pending  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  it  would  neoea- 
sarily  follow  that  the  jurisdiction  of  these  courts  would,  in  all  the 
cases  enumerated  in  the  constitution,  be  exdnsive  of  state  tribunals. 
How  otherwise  could  the  jurisdiction  extend  to  all  cases  arising 
under  the  constitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the  United  States,  or  to 
all  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction?  If  some  of  these 
cases  might  be  entertained  by  state  tribunals,  and  no  appellate  juris- 
diction as  to  them  should  exist,  then  the  appellate  power  would  not 
extend  to  all,  but  to  some,  cases.  If  state  tribunals  might  exercise 
concunent  jurisdiction  over  all  or  some  of  the  other  classes  of  cases 
in  the  constitution  without  control,  then  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States,  might,  as  to  such  cases,  have  no  real  existence,  * 
contrary  to  the  manifest  intent  of  the  constitution.  Under  such 
circumstances,  to  give  effect  to  the  judicial  power,  it  must  be  con- 
strued to  be  exclusive ;  and  this  not  only  when  the  ceuus  fctderu 
should  arise  directiy,  but  when  it  should  arise,  incidentally,  in  cases 
pending  in  state  cotirts.  This  construction  would  abridge  the  juris- 
diction of  such  court  far  more  than  has  been  ever  contemplated  in 
any  act  of  congress. 

On  the  other  hand,  if,  as  has  been  contended,  a  discretion  be  vested 
in  congress  to  establish,  or  not  to  establish,  inferior  courts 
[  *  340  ]  at  their  own  pleasure,  and  *  congress  should  not  establish 
such  courts,  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court 
would  have  nothing  to  act  upon,  unless  it  could  act  upon  cases 
pending  in  the  state  courts.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  must  be 
held  that  the  appellate  power  would  extend  to  state,  courts ;  for  the 
constitution  is  peremptory  that  it  shall  extend  to  certain  enumerated 
cases,  which  cases  could  exist  in  no  other  courts.  Any  other  con- 
struction, upon  this  supposition,  would  involve  this  strange  conlaa- 
diction,  that  a  discretionary  power  vested  in  congress,  and  which 
they  <night  rightfully  omit  to  exercbe,  would  defeat  the  absolute 
injunctions  of  the  constitution  in  relation  to  the  whole  appellate 
power. 

But  it  is  plain  that  the  firamers  of  the  constitution  did  contem- 
plate that  cases  within  the  judicial  cognizance  of  the  United  States 
not  only  might  but  would  arise  in  the  state  courts,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  ordinary  jurisdiction.  With  this  view  the  sixth  article  declares, 
that  ^  this  constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  which 
shall  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  all  treaties  made,  or  which 
shall  be  made,  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  the  judges  in  every  State  shall  be 
bound  thereby,  any  thing  in  the  constitution,  or  laws  of  any  State 
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to  the  contrary  notwithstanding."  It  is  obvious  that  this  obligation 
is  imperative  upon  the  state  judges  in  their  official,  and  not  merely 
iji  their  private,  capacities.  From  the  very  nature  of  their  judicial 
duties  they  would  be  called  upon  to  pronounce  the  law  applicable  to 
the  case  in  judgment*  They  were  not  to  decide  merely 
*  according  to  the  laws  or  constitution  of  the  State,  but  [  *  341  ] 
according  to  the  constitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the 
United  States,  <^  the  supreme  law  of  the  land." 

A  moment's  consideration  will  show  us  the  necessity  and  propriety, 
of  this  provision  in  cases  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  is 
unquestionable.  Suppose  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  money  is 
made  between  citizens  of  the  same  State,  and  performance  thereof  is 
sought  in  the  courts  of  that  State ;  no  person  can  doubt  that  the 
jurisdiction  completely  and  exclusively  attaches,  in  the  first  instance, 
to  such  cotirts.  Suppose,  at  the  trial,  the  defendant  sets  up  in  his' 
defence  a  tender  under  a  state  law,  making  paper  money  a  good 
tender,  or  a  state  law,  impairing  the  obligation  of  such  contract, 
which  law,  if  binding,  would  defeat  the  suit  l^he  constitution  of 
the  United  States  has  declared  that  no  State  shall  make  any  thing 
but  gold  or  silver  coin  a  tender  in  payment  of  debts,  or  pass  a  law 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  .  If  congress  shall  not  have 
passed  a  law  providing  for  the  removal  of  such  a  suit  to  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  must  not  the  state  court  proceed  to  hear  and 
determine  it?  Can  a  mere  plea  in  defence  be  of  itself  a  bar  to 
further  proceedings,  so  as  to  prohibit  an  inquiry  into  its  truth  or 
legal  propriety,  when  no  other  tribunal  exists  to  whom  judicial  cogni» 
zance  of  such  cases  is  confided  ?  Suppose  an  indictment  for  a  crime 
in  a  state  court,  and  the  defendant  should  allege  in  his  defence  that 
the  crime  was  created  by  an  ex  post  facto  act  of  the  State,  must  not 
the  state  court,  in  the  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  which  has 
already  rightfully  attached,  have  a  *  right  to  pronounce  on  [  *342  ] 
the  validity  and  sufficiency  of  the  defence  ?  It  would  be 
extremely  difficult,  upon  any  legal  principles,  to  give  a  negative 
answer  to  these  inquiries.  Innumerable  instances  of  the  same  sort 
might  be  stated  in  illustration  of  the  position ;  and  unless  the  state 
courts  could  sustain  jurisdiction. in  such  cases,  this  clause  of  the 
sixth  article  would  be  without  meaning  or  effect,  and  public  mis- 
chiefs, of  a  most  enormous  magnitude,  would  inevitably  ensue. 

It  must,  therefore,  be  conceded  that  the  constitution  not  only  con- 
templated, but  meant  to  provide  for  cases  within  the  scope  of  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  which  might  yet  depend  before 
state  tribunals.  It  was  foreseen  that  in  the  exercise  of  their  ordinary 
jurisdiction,  state  courts  would  incidentally  take  cognizance  of  cases 
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arising  under  the  constitution,  the  laws,  and  treaties  of  the  United 
States.  Yet  to  all  these  cases  the  judicial  power,  by  the  very  tenns 
of  the  constitution,  is  to  extend.  It  cannot  extend  by  original  juris- 
diction if  that  was  already  rightfully  and  exdnsively  attached  in  the 
state  courts,  which  (as  has  been  already  shown)  may  occur ;  it  must 
therefore  extend  by  appellate  jurisdiction,  or  not  at  alL  It  would 
seem  to  follow  that  the  appeUate  power  of  the  United  States  must, 
in  such  cases,  extend  to  state  tribunals ;  and  if  in  such  cases,  there 
is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  equally  attach  upon  all  others  within 
the  purview  of  tiie  constitution. 

It  has  been  argued  that'  such  an  appellate  jurisdiction 
[  *343  ]  over  state  courts,  is  inconsbtent  with  the  genius  *pf  our 

governments,  and  the  spirit  of  the  constitution.  That  the 
latter  was  never  designed  to  act  upon  state  sovereignties,  but  only 
upon  the  people,  and  that,  if  the  power  exists,  it  will  materially  impair 
the  sovereignty  of  the  States,  and  the  independence  of  their  coiirt& 
We  cannot  yield  to  the  force  of  this  reasoning ;  it  assumes  piinci« 
pies  which  we  cai^iot  admit,  and  draws  conclusions  to  which  we'  do 
not  yield  our  assent. 

It  is  a  mistake  that  the  constitution  was  not  designed  to  operate 
upon  States,  in  their  corporate  capacities.  It  is  crowded  with  pro** 
visions  which  restrain  or  annul  the  sovereignty  of  the  States  in  some 
of  the  highest  branches  of  their  prerogatives.  The  tenth  section  of 
the  first  article  contains  a  long  list  of  disabilities  and  prohibitions 
imposed  upon  the  States.  Surely,  when  such  essential  portions  of 
state  sovereignty  are  taken  away,  or  prohibited  to  be  exercised,  it 
cannot  be  correctiy  asserted  that  the  constitution  does  not  act  upon 
the  States.  The  language  of  the  constitution  is  also  imperative 
upon  the  States,  as  to  the  performance  of  many  duties.  It  is  impera* 
tive  upon  the  state  legislatures  to  make  laws  prescribing  the  time, 
places,  and  manner  of  holding  elections  for  senators  and  representa- 
tives,  and  for  electors  of  president  and  vice-president.  And  in  these, 
as  well  as  some  other  cases,  congress  have  a  right  to  revise,  amend, 
or  supersede  the  laws  which  may  be  passed  by  state  legislatures. 
When,  therefore,  the  States  are  stripped  of  some  of  the  highest  attri* 

butes  of  sovereignty,  and  the  same  are  given  to  the  United 
[  *344  ]  States ;  when  the  legislatures  of  the  States  are,  in  *some 

respects,  under  the  control  of  congress,  and  in  every  case 
are,  under  the  constitution,  bound  by  the  paramount  authority  of 
the  United  States ;  it  is  certainly  difficult  to  support  the  argument 
that  the  appellate  power  over  the  decisions  of  state  courts  is  contraiy 
to  the  genius  of  our  institutions.  The  courts  of  the  United  States 
can,  without  question,  revise  the  proceedings  of  the  executive  and 
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legislative  authorities  of  the  States^  and  if  they  are  foand  to  be 
contrary  to. the  constitution,  may  declare  them  to  be  of  no  legal 
validity.  Surely,  the  exercise  of  the  same  right  over  judicial  tribunals 
is  not  a  higher  or  more  dangerous  act  of  sovereign  power. 

Nor  can  such  a  right  be  deemed  to  impair*  the  independence  of 
state  judges.  It  is  assuming  the  very  ground  in  controversy  to 
assert  that  they  possess  an  absolute  independence  of  the  United 
States.  In  respect  to  the  powers  granted  to  the  United  States,  they 
are  not  independent;  they  are  expressly  bound  to  obedience  by  the 
letter  of  the  constitution ;  and  if  they  should  unintentionally  tran- 
scend their  authority,  or  misconstrue  the  constitution,  there  is  no  more 
reason  for  giving  their  judgments  an  absolute  and  irrecastible  force, 
than  for  giving  it  to  the  acts  of  the  other  coordinate  departments  of 
state  sovereignty. 

The  argument  urged  from  the  possibility  of  the  abusfe  of  the  revis- 
ing power,  is  equally  unsatisfactory.  It  is  always  a  doubtful  course, 
to  argue  against  the  use  or  existence  of  a  power,  from  the  possibility 
of  its  abuse.  It  is  still  more  difficult,  by  such  an  argument, 
to  ingraft  upon  a  general  power,  a  restriction  *  which  is  not  [  *  345  ] 
to  be  found  in  the  terms  in  which  it  is  given.  From  the 
very  nature  of  things,  the  absolute  right  of  decision,  in  the  last  resort, 
must  rest  somewherp-^- wherever  it  may  be  vested  it  is  susceptible  of 
abuse.  In  all  questions  of  jurisdiction  the  inferior,  or  appellate  court 
must  pronounce  the  final  judgment;  and  common  sense,  as  well  as 
legal  reasoning,  has  conferred  it  upon  the  latter. 

It  has  been  further  argued  against  the  existence  of  this  appellate 
power,  that  it  would  form  a  novelty  in  our  judicial  institutions. 
This  is  certainly  a  mistake.  In  the  articles  of  confederation,  an 
instrument  framed  with  infinitely  more  deference  to  state  rights  and 
state  jealousies,  a  power  was  given  to  congress,  to  establish  "courts 
for  revising  and  determining,  finally,*  appeals  in  all  cases  of  cap- 
tures." It  is  remarkable,  that  no  power  was  given  to  entertain 
original  jurisdiction  in  such  cases;  and,  consequently,  the  appellate 
power  (although  not  so  expressed  in  terms)  was  altogether  to  be 
exercised  in  revising  the  decisions  of  state  tribunals.  This  was, 
undoubtedly,  so  far  a  surrender  of  state  sovereignty ;  but  it  never 
was  supposed  to  be  a  power  fraught  with  public  danger,  or  destruc- 
tive of  the  independence  of  state  judges.  On  the  contrary,  it  was 
supposed  to  be  a  power  indispensable  to  the  public  safety,  inasmuch 
as  our  national  rights  might  otherwise  be  compromitted^  and  our 
national  peace  be  endangered.  Under  the  present  constitution  the 
prize  jurisdiction  is  confined  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States  ;  and 
a  power  to  revise  the  decisions  of  state  courts,  if  they  should 
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[  *  346  ]  assei^t  juriadiction  over  prize  canses,  cannot  be  less  *  impor- 
tant, or  less  nsefnl,  than  it  was  under  the  confederation. 

In  this  connection,  we  are  led  again  to  the  construction  of  the 
words  of  tae  constitution,  <<  the  judicial  power  shall  extend,"  &c 
If^  as  has  been  contended  at  the  bar,  the  torm  ^  extend  "  have  a  rela- 
tive signification,  and  mean  to  widen  an  existing  power,  it  will  then 
follow,  that,  as  the  confederation  gave  an  appellate  power  over  state 
tribunals,  the  constitution  enlarged  or  widened  that  appellate  power 
to  all  the  other  cases  in  which  jorisdiction  is  given  to  the  courts  of 
the  United  States.  It  is  not  presumed  that  the  learned  counsel 
would  choose  to  adopt  such  a  condusion. 

It  is  further  argued,  that  no  great  public  mischief  can  result  from 
a  construction  which  shall  limit  the  appellate  power  of  the  United 
States  to  cases  in  their  own  courts ;  first,  because  state  judges  are 
bound  by  an  oath  to  support  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  must  be  presumed  to  be  men  of  learning  and  integrity ;  and, 
secondly,  because  congress  must  have  an  unquestionable  right  to  re- 
move all  cases  within  the  scope  of  the  judicial  power,  from  the  state 
courts  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  at  any  time  before  final 
judgment,  though  not  after  final  judgment.  As  to  the  first  reason — 
admitting  that  the  judges  of  the  state  courts  are,  and  always  will  be, 
of  as  much  learning,  integrity,  and  wisdom,  as  .those  of  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  (which  we  very  cheerfully  admit,)  it  does  not 
aid  the  argument  It  is  manifest  that  the  constitution  has  proceeded 
upon  a  theory  of  its  own,  and  given  or  withheld  powers 
[  *  347  ]  *  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  American  people,  by 
whom  it  was  adopted.  We  can  only  construe  its  powers, 
and  cannot  inquire  into  the  policy  or  principles  which  induced  the 
grant  of  them.  The  constitution  has  presumed  (whether  rightly  or 
wrongly,  we  do  not  inquire)  that  state  attachmenis,  state  prejudices, 
state  jealousies,  and  state  interests,  mi^t  sometimes  ol^struct,  or 
control,  or  be  supposed  to  obstruct  or  control,  the  regular  administra- 
tion of  justice.  Hence,  in  controversies  between  States ;  between 
citizens  of  different  States ;  between  citizens  claiming  grants  under 
different  States ;  between  a  State  and  its  citizens,  or  foreigners,  and 
between  citizens  and  foreigners,  it  enables  the  parties,  under  the 
authority  of  congress,  to  have  the  controversies  heard,  tried,  and  de- 
termined before  the  national  tribunals.  No  other  reason  tiian  that 
which  has  been  stated  can  be  assigned,  why  some,  at  least,  of  those 
cases  should  not  have  been  left  to  the  cognizance  of  the  state  courts. 
In  respect  to  the  other  enumerated  cases — the  cases  arising  under 
the  constitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the  United  States,  cases  affect- 
ing ambassadors  and  other  public  ministers,  and  cases  of  admiralty 
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and  maritime  jurisdiction — reasons  of  a  higher  and  more  extensive 
nature,  touching  the  safety,  peace,  and  sovereignty  of  the  nation, 
might  well  justify  a  grant  of  exclusive  jurisdiction. 

This  is  not  alL  A  motive  of  another  kind,  perfectly  compatible 
with  the  most  sincere  respect  for  state  tribunals,  might  induce  the 
grant  of  appellate  power  over  their  decisions.  That  motive  is  the 
importance,  and  even  necessiiy  of  uniformity  of  decisions 
*  throughout  the  whole  United  States,  upon  all  subjects  [  *348] 
within  the  purview  of  the  constitution.  Judges  of  equal 
learning  and  integrity,  in  different  States,  might  differently  inter- 
pret a  statute,  or  a  treaty  of  the  United  States,  or  even  the  con- 
etitution  itself.  If  there  were  no  revising  authority  to  control  these 
jarring  and  discordant  judgments,  and  harmonize  them  into  unifor- 
nuty,  the  laws,  the  treaties,  and  the  constitution  of  the  United  States 
iRTOuld  be  different  in  different  States,  and  might,  perhaps,  never  have 
precisely  the  same  conslaruction,  obligation,  or  efficacy,  in  any  two 
States.  The  public  mischiefs  that  would  attend  such  a  state  of 
things  would  be  truly  deplorable ;  and  it  cannot  be  believed  that  they 
could  have  escaped  the  enlightened  convention  which  formed  the 
constitution.  What,  indeed,  might  then  have  been  only  prophecy 
has  now  become  fact ;  and  the  appellate  jurisdiction  must  continue 
to  be  the  only  adequate  remedy  for  such  evils. 

There  is  an  additional  consideration,  which  is  entitied  to  great 
-weight  The  constitution  of  the  United  States  was  designted  for 
the  common  and  equal  benefit  of  all  the  people  of  the  United  States. 
The  judicial  power  was  granted  for  the  same  benign  and  salutary 
purposes.  It  was  not  to  be  exercised  exclusively  for  the  benefit  of 
parties  who  might  be  plaintiffs,  and  would  elect  the  national 
forum,  but  also  for  the  protection  of  defendants  who  might  be  enti- 
tled to  try  their  rights,  or  assert  their  privileges,  before  the  same 
forum.  Yet,  if  the  construction  contended  for  be  correct,  it  will  fol- 
low, that  as  the  plaintiff  may  always  elect  the  state  court, 
the  defendant  *  may  be  deprived  of  aU  the  security  which  [  *  349  ] 
the  constitution  intended  in  aid  of  his  rights.  Such  a  state 
of  things  can,  in  no  respect,  be  considered  as  giving  equal  rights. 
To  obviate  this  difficulty,  we  are  referred  to  the  power  which  it  is 
admitted  congress  possess  to  remove  suits  from  state  courts  to  the 
national  courts;  and  this  forms  the  second  ground  upon  which  the 
argument  we  are  considering  has  been  attempted  to  be  sustained. 

This  power  of  removal  is  not  to  be  found  in  express  terms  in  any 
part  of  the  constitution ;  if  it  be  given,  it  is  only  given  by  implica- 
tion, as  a  power  necessary  and  proper  to  carry  into  effect  some  ex- 
press power.    The  power  of  removal  is  certainly  not,  in  strictness  of 
VOL.  III.  49 
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language ;  it  presupposes  an  exercise  of  original  jniisdiction  to  hare 
attached  elsewhere.  The  existence  of  this  powet  of  removal  is 
familiar  in  ^urts  acting  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law 
in  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases,  and  it  is  exercised  before  as  well  as 
after  judgment  But  this  is  always  deemed  in  both  cases  an  exer- 
cise of  appellate,  and  not  of  original  jurisdiction.  If,  then,  tiie  right 
of  removal  be  included  in  the  appellate  jurisdiction,  it  is  only  be- 
cause it  is  one  mode  of  exercising  that  power,  and  as  congress  is  not 
limited  by  the  constitution  to  any  particular  mode,  or  time  of  exer- 
cising it,  it  may  authorize  a  removal  either  before  or  after  judgment 
The  time,  the  process,  and  the  manner,  must  be  subject  to  its  abso- 
lute legislative  controL  A  writ  of  error  is,  indeed,  but  a  process 
which  removes  the  record  of  one  court  to  the  possession  of 
{  *  350  ]  another  court,  *  and  enables  the  latter  to  inspect  the  proceed- 
ings, and  give  such  judgment  as  its  own  opinion  of  the  law 
and  justice  of  the  case  may  warrant  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
of  the  process  which  forbids  it  firom  being  applied,  by  the  legislature, 
to  interlocutory  as  well  as  final  judgments.  And  if  the  right  of  re- 
moval from  state  courts  exists  before  judgment,  because  it  is  included 
in  the  appellate  power,  it  must,  for  the  same  reason,  exist  after  judg- 
ment And  if  the  appellate  power  by  the  constitution  does  not  in- 
clude cases  pending  in  state  courts,  the  right  of  removal,  which  is  but 
a  mode  of  exercising  that  power,  cannot  be  applied  to  them.  Pre- 
cisely the  same  objections,  therefore,  exist  as  to  the  right  of  removal 
before  judgment,  as  after,  and  both  must  stand  or  fall  together.  Ncr, 
indeed,  would  the  force  of  the  arguments  on  either  side  materially 
vary,  if  the  right  of  removal  were  an  exercise  of  original  jurisdictioD. 
It  would  equally  trench  upon  the  jurisdiction  and  independence  of 
state  tribunals. 

The  remedy,  too,  of  removal  of  suits  would  be  utterly  inadequate 
to  the  purposes  of  the  constitution,  if  it  could  act  only  on  the  parties, 
and  not  upon  the  state  courts.  In  respect,  to  criminal  prosecutions, 
the  difficulty  seems  admitted  to  be  insurmountable ;  and,  in  respect 
to  civil  suits,  there  would,  in  many  cases,  be  rights  without  corre- 
sponding remedies.  If  state  courts  should  deny  the  constitutionality 
of  the  authority  to  remove  suits  from  their  cognizance,  in  what  man- 
ner could  they  be  compelled  to  relinquish  the  jurisdiction  ?  In  respect 
to  criminal  cases,  there  would  at  once  be  an  end  of  all  oon- 
[  *  351  ]  trol,  and  the  *  state  decisions  would  be  paramount  to  the 
constitution ;  and  though  in  civil  suits  the  courts  of  tiie 
United  States  might  act  upon  the  parties,  yet  the  state  courts  might 
act  in  the  same  way ;  and  this  conflict  of  jurisdictions  would  not 
only  jeopardize  private  rights,  but  bring  into  imminent  peril  the 
public  interests. 
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On  the  whole,  the  court  are  of  opinion,  that  the  appellate  power 
of  the  United  States  does  extend  to  cases  pending  in  the  state 
courts;  and  that  the  25th  section  pf  the  Judiciary  Act,  which 
authorizes  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  in  the  specified  cases,  by 
a  writ  of  error,  is  supported  by  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  constitu- 
tion. We  find  no  clause  in  that  instrument  which  limits  this  power; 
and  we  dare  not  interpose  a  limitation  where  the  people  have  not 
been  disposed  to  create  one. 

Strong  as  this  conclusion  stands  upon  the  general  language  of  the 
constitution,  it  may  still  derive  support  firom  other  sources.  It  is  an 
historical  fact,  that  this  exposition  of  the  constitution,  extending  its 
appellate  power  to  state  courte,  was,  previous  to  its  adoption,  uni- 
formly and  publicly  avowed  by  its  Mends,  and  admi^d  by  its 
enemies,  as  the  basis  of  their  respective  reasonings,  both  in  and  out 
of  the  state  conventions.  It  is  an  historical  fact,  that  at  the  time 
when  the  Judiciary  Act  was  submitted  to  the  deliberations  of  the 
first  congress,  composed,  as  it  was,  not  only  of  men  of  great  learning 
and  ability,  but  of  men  who  had  acted  a  principal  part  in  firamingy 
supporting,  or  opposing  that  constitution,  the  same  exposition  wa& 
explicitiy  declared  and  admitted  by  the  Mends  and  by  the 
opponents  of  that  system.  It  *is  an  historical  fact,  that  [  *852  } 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  have,  firom  time  to 
time,  sustained  this  appellate  jurisdiction  in  a  great  variety  of  cases, 
brought  firom  the  tribunals  of  many  of  the  roost  important  States  in 
the  Union,  and  that  no  state  tribunal  has  ever  breathed  a  judicial 
doubt  on  the  subject,  or  declined  to  obey  the  mandate  of  the  supreme 
court,  until  the  present  occasion.  This  weight  of  contemporaneous 
exposition  by  all  parties,  this  acquiescence  of  enlightened  state 
courts,  and  these  judicial  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  through  so 
long  a  period,  do,  as  we  think,  place  the  doctrine  upon  a  foundation 
of  authority  which  cannot  be  shaken,  without  delivering  over  the 
subject  to  perpetual  and  irremediable  doubts. 

The  next  question  which  has  been  argued,  is,  whether  the  case  at 
bar  be  within  the  purview  of  the  2dth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act, 
so  that  this  court  may  rightfully  sustain  the  present  writ  of  error. 
This  section,  stripped  of  passages  unimportant  in  this  inquiry,  enacts, 
in  substance,  that  a  final  judgment  or  decree  in  any  suit  in  the 
highest  court  of  law  or  equity  of  a  State,  where  is  drawn  in  question 
the  validity  of  a  treaty  or  statute  of,  or  an  authority  exercised  under, 
the  United  States,  and  the  decision  is  against  their  validity;  or 
where  is  drawn  in  question  the  validity  of  a  statute  of,  or  an  author- 
ity exercised  under,  any  State,  on  the  ground  of  their  being  repug* 
nant  to  the  constitution,  treaties,  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
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the  decision  is  in  favor  of  such,  their  validity;  or  of  the  canstitatioii, 

or  of  a  treaty  or  statnte  of,  or  commission  held  imder,  tiie 
[  *353  ]  United  *  States,  and  the  decision  is  against  Ihe  title,  rig^t, 

privilege,  or  exemption,  specially  set  up  or  claimed  by  either 
party  under  such  clause  of  the  said  constitution,  treaty,  statute,  or 
commission,  may  be  reexamined  and  reversed  or  affirmed  in  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  upon  a  writ  of  enor,  in  the 
same  manner,  and  under  the  same  regulations,  and  the  vmt  shall 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  the  judgment  or  decree  complained  of  had 
been  rendered  or  passed  in  a  circuit  court,  and  the  proceeding  upon  the 
reversal  shall  also  be  the  same,  except  that  the  supreme  court,  instead 
of  remanding  the  cause  for  a  final  decision,  as  b^ore  provided,  may, 
at  their  discretion,  if  the  cause  shall  have  been  once  remanded  befcxre, 
proceed  to  a  final  decision  of  the  same,  and  award  execution.  But 
no  other  error  shaU  be  assigned  or  regarded  as  a  ground  of  xeveisal 
in  any  such  case  as  aforesaid,  than  such  as  appears  upon  the  face  of 
the  record,  and  immediately  respects  the  before-mentioned  question 
of  validity  or  construction  of  the  said  constitution,  tzeaties,  statotes, 
commissions,  or  authorities  in  dispute. 

That  the  present  writ  of  error  is  founded  upon  a  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  which  drew  in  question  and  denied  the  validity  of  a 
statute  of  the  United  States,  is  incontrovertible,  for  it  is  apparent 
upon  the  face  of  the  record.  That  this  judgment  ia  final  upon 
the  rights  of  the  parties  is  equally  true ;  for  if  well  founded,  the 
former  judgment  of  that  court  was  of  conclusive  authoiiiy,  and  the 
former  judgment  of  this   court  utterly  void*    The  decision  was, 

therefore,  equivalent  to  a  perpetual  stay  of  proceedings 
{  *  354  ]  upon  *  the  mandate,  and  a  perpetual  denial  of  all  the  ri^ts 

acquired  under  it.  The  case,  then,  falls  directiy  within  the 
terms  of  the  act  It  is  a  final  judgment  in  a  suit  in  a  state  court, 
denying  the  validity  of  a  statute  of  the  United  States ;  and  unless  a 
distinction  can  be  made  between  proceedings  under  a  mandate,  and 
proceedings  in  an  original  suit,  a  writ  of  error  is  the  proper  remedy 
to  revise  that  judgment.  In  our  opinion  no  legal  distincticm  exists 
between  the  cases. 

.  In  causes  remanded  to  the  circuit  courts,  if  the  mandate  be  not 
correctly  executed,  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal  has  always  been  sup- 
posed to  be  a  proper  remedy,  and  has  been  recognized  as  such  in  the 
former  decisions  of  this  court.  The  statute  gives  the  same  etkctio 
writs  of  error  from  the  judgments  of  state  courts  as  of  the  circuit 
courts ;  and  in  its  terms  provides  for  proceedings  where  the  same 
cause  may  be  a  second  time  brought  up  on  writ  of  error  before  the 
supreme  court     There  is  no  limitation  or  description  of  tiie  cases 
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to  which  the  second  writ  of  error  may  be  applied ;  and  it  ought, 
therefore,  to  be  coextensive  with  the  cases  which  fall  within  the 
mischiefs  of  the  statute.  It  will  hardly  be  denied  that  this  cause 
stands  in  that  predicament ;  and  if  so,  then  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  this  court  has  rightfully  attached. 

But  it  is  contended,  that  the  former  judgment  of  this  court  was 
rendered  upon  a  case  not  within  the  purview  of  this  section  of  the 
Judicial  Act,  and  that,  as  it  was  pronounced  by  an  incompetent 
jurisdiction,  it  was  utterly  void,  and  cannot  be  a  sufficient 
foundation  *  to  sustain  any  subsequent  proceedings.  To  [  *  355  ] 
this  argument  several  answers  may  be  given.  In  the  first 
place,  it  is  not  admitted  that,  upon  this  writ  of  error,  the  former 
record  is  before  us.  The  error  now  assigned  is,  not  in  the  former 
proceedings,  but  in  the  judgment  rendered  upon  the  mandate  issued 
after  the  former  judgment  The  question  now  litigated  is  not  upon 
the  construction  of  a  treaty,  but  upon  the  constitutionality  of  a 
statute  of  the  United  States,  which  is  clearly  within  our  jurisdiction. 
In  the  next  place,  in  ordinary  cases  a  second  writ  of  error  has  never 
been  supposed  to  draw  in  question  the  propriety  of  the  first  judgment, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  such  a  proceeding  could  be  sus- 
tained upon  principle.  A  final  judgment  of  this  court  is  supposed 
to  be  conclusive  upon  the  rights  which  it  decides,  and  no  statute  has 
provided  any  process  by  which  this  court  can  revise  its  own  judg- 
ments. In  several  cases  which  have  been  formerly  adjudged  in  this 
court,  the  same  point  was  argued  by  counsel,  and  expressly  overruled. 
It  was  solemnly  held  that  a  final  judgment  of  this  court  was  condu- 
aive  upon  the  parties,  and  could  not  be  reexamined. 

In  this  case,  however,  firom  motives  of  a  public  nature,  we  are 
entirely  willing  to  waive  all  objections,  and  to  go  back  and  reexamine 
the  question  of  jurisdiction  as  it  Stood  upon  the  record  formerly  in 
judgment  We  have  great  confidence  that  our  jurisdiction  will,  on 
a  careful  examination,  stand  confirmed  as  well  upon  principle  as 
authority.  It  will  be  recollected  that  the  action  was  an  ejectment 
for  a  parcel  of  land  in  the  Northern  Neck,  formerly  belong- 
ing to  *  Lord  Fairfax.  The  original  plaintiff  claimed  the  [  *  356  ] 
land  under  a  patent  granted  to  him  by  the  State  of  Vir- 
ginia, in  1789,  under  a  title  supposed  to  be  vested  in  that  State  by 
escheat  or  forfeiture.  The  original  defendant  claimed  the  land  as 
devisee  under  the  will  of  Lord  Fairfax.  The  parties  agreed  to  a 
special  statement  of  facts  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict,  upon 
which  the  district  court  of  Winchester,  in  1793,  gave  a  general  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant,  which  judgment  was  afterwards  reversed  in 
1810,  by  the  court  of  appeals,  and  a  general  judgment  was  rendered 

49* 
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for  the  plaintiff;  and  from  this  last  judgment  a  writ  of  enror  was 
brought  to  the  supreme  court  The  statement  of  facts  contained  a 
regular  deduction  of  the  title  of  Lord  Fairfax  until  his  death,  in 
1781,  and  also  the  title  of  his  devisee.  It  also  contained  a  regular 
deduction  of  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  Btate  ot  Virginia, 
and  further  referred  to  the  treaty  of  peace  of  1783,  and  to  the  acts 
of  Virginia  respecting  the  lands  of  Lord  Fairfax,  and  the  supposed 
escheat  or  forfeiture  thereof,  as  component  parts  of  the  case.  No 
facts  disconnected  with  the  titles  thus  set  up  b^  the  parties  were 
alleged  on  either  side.  It  is  apparent,  from  this  summary  ex{Jaiiar 
tion,  that  the  title  thus  set  up  by  the  plaintiff  might  be  <^n  to  other 
objections ;  but  the  title  of  the  defendant  was  perfect  and  complete, 
if  it  was  protected  by  the  treaty  of  1783.  K,  therefore,  this  court 
had  authority  to  examine  into  the  whole  record,  and  to  decide  ^pon 
the  legal  validity  of  the  title  of  the  defendant,  as  weU  as  its  applica- 
tion to  the  treaty  of  peace,  it  would  be  a  case  within  the 
[  •  357  ]  express  purview  'of  the  25th  section  of  the  act ;  for  there 
was  nothing  in  the  record  upon  which  the  court  below 
could  have  decided  but  upon  the  title  as  connected  with  the  treaty ; 
and  if  the  title  was  otherwise  good,  its  sufficiency  must  have 
depended  altogether  upon  its  protection  under  the  treaty.  Under 
such  ckcumstances  it  was  strictly  a  suit  where  was  drawn  in  ques- 
tion the  construction  of  a  treaty,  and  the  decision  was  against  the 
title  specially  set  up  or  claimed  by  the  defendant.  It  would  fall, 
then,  within  the  very  terms  of  the  act 

The  objection  urged  at  the  bar  is,  that  this  court  cannot  inquire 
into  the  title,  but  simply  into  the  correctness  of  the  construction  put 
upon  the  treaty  by  the  court  of  appeals ;  and  that  their  judgment  is 
riot  reexaminable  here,  unless  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record  that 
some  construction  was  put  upon  {he  treaty.  If,  therefore,  that  court 
might  have  decided  the  case  upon  the  invalidity  of  the  title,  (and, 
non  constat,  that  they  did  not,)  independent  of  the  treaty,  theie  is  an 
end  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court  In  support  of  this 
objection,  much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  last  clause  of  the  section, 
which  declares  that  no  other  cause  shall  be  regarded  as  a  ground  of 
reversal  than  such  as  appears  on  the  face  of  the  record  and  imme* 
diately  respects  the  construction  of  the  treaty,  &c,  in  dispute. 

If  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  section,  it  will  be  wholly 

inadequate  for  the  purposes  which  it  professes  to  have  in  view, 

and  may  be  evaded  at  pleasure.     But  we  see  no  reason  for  adopting 

this  narrow  construction;  and  there  are  the  strongest  reascms 

[  •  368  ]  •against  it,  founded  upon  the  words  as  well  as  the  intent  of 

the  legislature.   What  is  the  case  for  which  the  body  of  the 
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section  provides  a  remedy  by  writ  of  enror  ?  The  answer  must  be 
in  the  words  of  the  section,  a  suit  where  is  drawn  in  question  the 
oonstmction  of  a  treaty,  and  the  decision  is  against  the  title  set  up 
by  the  party.  It  is,  therefore,  the  decision  agednst  the  title  set  up 
^th  reference  to  the  treaty,  and  not  the  mere  abstract  construction 
of  the  treaty  itself,  upon  which  the  statute  intends  to  found  the 
appellate  jurisdiction.  How,  indeed,  can  it  be  possible  to  decide 
whether  a  title  be  within  the  (Hrotection  of  a  treaty,  until  it  is  ascer- 
tained what  that  title  is,  and  whether  it  have  a  legel  validity  ?  From 
the  very  necessity  of  the  case,  there  must  be  a  preliminary  inquiry 
into  the  existence  and  structure  of  the  title,  before  the  court  can 
construe  the  treaty  in  reference  to  that  title.  If  the  court  below 
should  decide,  that  the  title  was  bad,  and,  therefore,  not  protected  by 
the  treaty,  must  not  this  court  have  a  power  to  decide  the  title  to  be 
good,  and,  therefore,  protected  by  the  treaty  ?  Is  not  the  treaty,  in 
both  instances,  equally  construed,  and  the  title  of  the  party,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  treaty,  equally  ascertained  and  decided  ?  Nor  does  the 
clause  relied  on  in  the  objection,  impugn  this  construction.  It 
requires,  that  the  error  upon  which  the  appellate  court  is  to  decide, 
shall  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,  and  immediately  respect  the 
questions  before  mentioned  in  the  section.  One  of  the  questions  is 
as  to  the  construction  of  a  treaty  upon  a  title  specially  set 
up  by  a  party,  and  every  error  that  immediately  •respects  [•SSO} 
that  question  must,  of  course,  be  within  the  cognizance  of 
the  court  The  title  set  up  in  this  case  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of 
the  record,  and  immediately  respects  the  decision  of  that  question ; 
any  error,  therefore,  in  respect  to  that  title  must  be  reexaminable,  or 
the  case  could  never  be  presented  to  the  court. 

The  restraining  clause  was  manifestly  intended  for  a  very  different 
purpose.  It  was  foreseen  that  the  parties  might  claim  under  various 
titles,  and  might  assert  various  defences,  altogether  independent  of 
each  other.  The  court  might  admit  or  reject  evidence  applicable  to 
one  particular  title,  and  not  to  all,  and  in  such  cases  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  congress  to  limit  what  would  otherwise  have  unquestionably 
attached  to  the  court,  the  right  of  revising  all  the  points  involved  in 
the  cause.  It  therefore  restrains  this  right  to  such  errors  as  respect 
the  questions  specified  in  the  section ;  and  in  this  view,  it  has  an 
appropriate  sense,  consistent  with  the  preceding  clauses.  We  are, 
therefore,  satisfied,  that,  upon  principle,  the  case  was  rightfully  before 
us,  and  if  the  points  were  perfectly  new,  we  should  not  hesitate  to 
assert  the  jurisdiction. 

But  the  point  has  been  already  decided  by  this  court  upon  solemn 
argument    In  Smith  t?.  The  State  of  Maryland,  6  C.  286,  precisely 


582  SUPREME   COURT  OF  THE  UNITED   STATES. 

Kartin  v.  Hnacer'f  Leaaee.    1  W. 

for  the  plaintiff;  and  from  this  last  judgment  a  writ  of  enor  -was 
brooght  to  the  sapreme  court.  The  statement  of  faxsta  contained  a 
regular  deduction  of  the  title  of  Lord  Fairfax  until  his  death,  in 
1781,  and  also  the  title  of  his  devisee.  It  also  contained  a  leguhr 
deduction  of  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  State  of  Viiginia, 
and  farther  referred  to  the  treaty  of  peace  of  1783,  and  to  the  ads 
of  Virginia  respecting  the  lands  of  Lord  Fairfax,  and  the  siqiposed 
escheat  or  forfeiture  thereof,  as  component  parts  of  the  case.  No 
facts  disconnected  -with  the  titles  thus  set  up  b^  tiie  parties  were 
alleged  on  either  side.  It  is  apparent,  from  this  summary  explana- 
tion, that  the  title  thus  set  up  by  the  plaintiff  mi^t  be  open  to  other 
objections ;  but  the  title  of  the  defendant  was  perfect  and  conqdete, 
if  it  was  protected  by  the  treaty  of  1783.  If,  therrfore,  this  oaurt 
had  authority  to  examine  into  the  whole  record,  and  to  decide  l^K)n 
the  legal  validity  of  the  title  of  the  defendant,  as  weU  as  its  applica- 
tion to  the  treaty  of  peace,  it  would  be  a  case  witUn  the 
[  •  357  ]  express  purview  'of  the  25th  section  of  the  act ;  fiwr  ftere 
was  nothing  in  the  record  upon  which  the  court  bdow 
could  have  decided  but  upon  the  title  as  connected  with  the  treaty; 
and  if  the  title  was  otherwise  good,  its  sufficiency  must  have 
depended  altogether  upon  its  protection  under  the  treaty.  Under 
such  circumstances  it  vtras  strictly  a  suit  where  v^as  drawn  in  ques- 
tion the  construction  of  a  treaty,  and  the  decision  was  against  tiie 
title  specially  set  up  or  claimed  by  the  defendant  It  would  fall, 
then,  within  the  very  terms  of  the  act. 

The  objection  urged  at  the  bar  is,  that  this  court  cannot  inqoixe 
into  the  title,  but  simply  into  the  correctness  of  the  conatmetion  put 
upon  the  treaty  by  the  court  of  appeals;  and  that  their  judgment  is 
not  reexaminable  here,  unless  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record  tiiat 
some  construction  viras  put  upon  fhe  treaty.  If,  tjierefore,  that  conrt 
might  have  decided  the  case  upon  the  invalidity  of  the  title,  (and, 
non  constatj  that  they  did  not,)  independent  of  the  treaty,  there  is  an 
end  of  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court  In  support  of  this 
objection,  much  stress  is  laid  upon  the  last  clause  of  the  sectiooi 
which  declares  that  no  other  cause  shall  be  regarded  as  a  ground  of 
reversal  than  such  as  appears  on  the  face  of  the  record  and  imme- 
diately respects  the  construction  of  the  treaty,  &C.,  in  dispute. 

If  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  section,  it  will  be  wholly 

inadequate  for  the  purposes  which  it  professes  to  have  in  view, 

and  may  be  evaded  at  pleasure.    But  we  see  no  reason  for  adopting 

this  narrow  construction;  and  there  are  the  strongest  reasons 

[  *  358  ]  *against  it,  founded  upon  the  words  as  well  as  the  intent  of 

the  legislature.   What  is  the  case  for  which  the  body  of  the 
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section  provides  a  remedy  by  writ  of  error  ?  The  answer  must  be 
in  the  words  of  the  section,  a  suit  where  is  drawn  in  question  the 
construction  of  a  treaty,  and  the  decision  is  against  the  title  set  up 
by  the  party.  It  is,  therefore,  the  decision  against  the  title  set  up 
with  reference  to  the  treaty,  and  not  the  mere  abstract  construction 
of  the  treaty  itself,  upon  which  the  statute  intends  to  found  the 
appellate  jurisdiction.  How,  indeed,  can  it  be  possible  to  decide 
whether  a  title  be  within  the  protection  of  a  treaty,  until  it  is  ascer- 
tained what  that  title  is,  and  whether  it  have  a  legal  validity  ?  From 
the  very  necessity  of  the  case,  there  must  be  a  preliminary  inquiry 
into  the  existence  and  structure  of  the  title,  before  the  court  can 
construe  the  treaty  in  reference  to  that  title*  If  the  court  below 
should  decide,  that  the  title  was  bad,  and,  therefore,  not  protected  by 
the  treaty,  must  not  this  court  have  a  power  to  decide  the  title  to  be 
good,  and,  therefore,  protected  by  the  treaty  ?  Is  not  the  treaty,  in 
both  instances,  equally  construed,  and  the  title  of  the  party,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  treaty,  equally  ascertained  and  decided  ?  Nor  does  the 
clause  relied  on  in  the  objection,  impugn  this  construction.  It 
requires,  that  the  error  upon  which  the  appellate  court  is  to  decide, 
shall  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record,  and  immediately  respect  the 
questions  before  mentioned  in  the  section.  One  of  the  questions  is 
as  to  the  construction  of  a  treaty  upon  a  title  specially  set 
up  by  a  party,  and  every  error  tiiat  immediately  *  respects  [  *  359  J 
that  question  must,  of  course,  be  within  the  cognizance  of 
the  court  The  title  set  up  in  this  case  is  apparent  upon  the  face  of 
the  record,  and  immediately  respects  the  decision  of  that  question ; 
any  error,  therefore,  in  respect  to  that  title  must  be  reexaminable,  or 
the  case  could  never  be  presented  to  the  court. 

The  restraining  clause  was  manifestly  intended  for  a  very  different 
purpose.  It  was  foreseen  that  the  parties  might  claim  under  various 
titles,  and  might  assert  various  defences,  altogether  independent  of 
each  other.  The  court  might  admit  or  reject  evidence  applicable  to 
one  particular  title,  and  not  to  all,  and  in  such  cases  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  congress  to  limit  what  would  otherwise  have  unquestionably 
attached  to  the  court,  the  right  of  revising  all  the  points  involved  in 
the  cause.  It  therefore  restrains  this  right  to  such  errors  as  respect 
the  questions  specified  in  the  section ;  and  in  this  view,  it  has  an 
appropriate  sense,  consistent  with  the  preceding  clauses.  We  are, 
therefore,  satisfied,  that,  upon  principle,  the  case  was  rightfully  before 
us,  and  if  the  points  were  perfectly  new,  we  should  not  hesitate  to 
assert  the  jurisdiction. 

But  the  point  has  been  already  decided  by  this  court  upon  solemn 
argument    In  Smith  v.  The  State  of  Maryland,  6  C.  286,  precisely 
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the  same  objection  was  taken  by  counsel,  and  ovenmled  by  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  court.  That  case  was,  in  some  respects, 
stronger  than  the  present;  for  the  court  below  decided,  expressly^ 
that  the  party  had  no  title,  and,  therefore,  the  treaty  could 
[  *  360  ]  not  operate  *upon  it.  This  court  entered  into  aii  examioa- 
tion  of  that  question,  and  being  of  the  same  opinion,  affinned 
the  judgment.  There  cannot,  then,  be  an  authority  which  could  more 
completely  govern  the  present  question. 

It  has  been  asserted  at  the  bar  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  court  of 
appeals  did  not  decide  either  upon  the  treaty  or  the  title  appaient 
upon  the  record,  but  upon  a  compromise  made  under  an  act  of  the 
legislature  of  Virginia.  If  it  be  true,  as  we  are  informed,  that  tiiis 
was  a  private  act,  to  take  effect  only  upon  a  certain  condition, 
namely,  the  execution  of  a  deed  of  release  of  certain  lands,  which 
was  matter  in  paiSy  it  is  somewhat  difficult  to  understand  how  the 
court  could  take  judicial  cognizance  of  the  act,  or  of  the  performance 
of  the  condition,  unless  spread  upon  the  record.  At  all  events,  we 
are  bound  to  consider  that  the  court  did  decide  upon  the  facts 
actually  before  them.  The  treaty  of  peace  was  not  necessary  to 
have  been  stated,  for  it  was  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  of  which 
all  courts  must  take  notice.  And  at  the  time  of  the  decision  in  the 
court  of  appeals  and  in  this  court,  another  treaty  had  intervened, 
which  attached  itself  to  the  title  in  controversy,  and  of  course  most 
have  been  the  supreme  law  to  govern  the  decision,  if  it  should  be 
found  applicable  to  the  case.  It  was  in  this  view  that  this  court  did 
not  deem  it  necessary  to  rest  its  former  decision  upon  the  treaty  of 
peace,  believing  that  the  title  of  the  defendant  was,  at  all  events, 

perfect  under  the  treaty  of  1794. 
[  *  361  ]  *  The  remaining  questions  respect  more  the  practice  than 
the  principles  of  this  court  The  forms  of  process,  and  the 
modes  of  proceeding  in  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  are,  with  few 
exceptions,  left  by  the  legislature  to  be  regulated  and  changed  as 
this  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  deem  expedient.  By  a  rule  of  this 
court,  the  return  of  a  copy  of  a  record  of  the  proper  court,  under  the 
seal  of  that  court,  annexed  to  the  writ  of  error,  is  declared  to  be  "a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  mandate  of  the  writ"  The  record, 
in  this  case,  is  duly  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  appeals, 
and  annexed  to  the  writ  of  error.  The  objection,  theref(»e,  which 
has  been  urged  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  return,  cannot  prevail 

Another  objection  is,  that  it  does  not.  appear  that  the  judge  who 
granted  the  writ  of  error  did,  upon  issuing  the  citation,  take  the  bond 
required  by  the  22d  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act 

We  consider  that  provision  as  merely  directory  to  the  judge ;  and 
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that  an  omission  does  not  avoid  the  writ  of  error.  If  any  party  be 
prejudiced  by  the  omission,  this  court  can  grant  him  summary  relief, 
by  imposing  such  terms  on  the  other  party  as,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, may  be  legal  and  proper.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  record 
by  which  we  can  judicially  know  whether  a  bond  has  been  taken 
oir  not ;  for  the  statute  does  not  require  the  bond  to  be  returned  to 
this  court,  and  it  might,  with  equal  propriety,  be  lodged  in  the  court 
below,  who  would  ordinarily  execute  the  judgment  to  be  rendered 
on  the  writ  And  the  presumption  of  law  is,  until  the 
contrary  *  appears,  that  every  judge  who  signs  a  citation  [  *  362  ] 
has  obeyed  the  injunctions  of  tiie  act 

We  have  thus  gone  over  all  the  principal  questions  in  the  cause, 
and  we  deliver  our  judgment  with  entire  confidence,  that  it  is 
consistent  with  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  land. 

We  have  not  thought  it  incumbent  on  us  to  give  any  opinion 
upon  the  question,  whether  this  court  have  authority  to  issue  a  writ 
of  THandamus  to  the  court  of  appeals  to  enforce  the  former  judgments, 
as  we  do  not  think  it  necessarily  involved  in  the  decision  of  this 
cause. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  whole  court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  appeals  of  Virginia,  rendered  on  the  mandate  in  this  cause,  be 
reversed,  and  the  judgment  of  the  district  court,  held  at  Winchester, 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  afiSrmed. 

t 

Johnson,  J.  It  will  be  observed  in  this  case,  that  the  court 
disavows  all  intention  to  decide  on  the  right  to  issue  compulsory 
process  to  the  state  courts ;  thus  leaving  us,  in  my  opinion,  where 
the  constitution  and  laws  place  us,  supreme  over  persons  and  cases 
as  far  as  our  judicial  powers  extend,  but  not  asserting  any  com- 
pulsory control  over  the  state  tribunals. 

In  this  view  I  acquiesce  in  their  opinion,  but  not  altogether  in  the 
reasoning,  or  opinion,  of  my  brother  who  delivered  it  Few  minds 
are  accustomed  to  the  same  habit  of  thinking,  and  our  conclusions 
are  most  satisfactory  to  ourselves  when  arrived  at  in  our  own 
way. 

*  I  have  another  reason  for  expressing  my  opinion  on  this  [  *  363  ] 
occasion.  I  view  this  question  as  one  of  the  most  moment- 
ous importance ;  as  one  which  may  affect,  in  its  consequences,  the 
permanence  of  the  American  Union.  It  presents  an  instance  of 
collision  between  the  judicial  powers  of  the  Union,  and  one  of  the 
greatest  States  in  the  Union,  on  a  point  the  most  delicate  and  diffi- 
cult to  be  adjusted.  On  the  one  hand,  the  general  government  must 
cease  to  exist  whenever  it  loses  the  power  of  protecting  itse]f  in  the 
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exercise  of  its  constitational  powers.  Force,  which  acts  upon  the 
physical  powers  of  man,  or  judicial  process,  which  addresses  itself  to 
his  moral  principles  or  his  fears,  are  the  only  means  to  which  govern- 
ments can  resort  in  the  exercise  of  their  authority.  The  former  is 
happily  unknown  to  the  genius  of  our  constitution,  except  as  far  as 
it  shall  be  sanctioned  by  the  latter ;  but  let  the  latter  be  obstructed 
in  its  progress  by  an  opposition  which  it  cannot  overcome  or  put  by, 
and  the  resort  must  be  to  the  former,  or  government  is  no  more. 

On  the  other  hand,  so  firmly  am  I  persuaded  that  the  American  peo- 
ple can  no  longer  enjoy  the  blessings  of  a  free  government,  whenever 
the  state  sovereignties  shall  be  prostrated  at  the  feet  of  the  general 
government,  nor  the  proud  consciousness  of  equality  and  security, 
any  longer  than  the  independence  of  judicial  power  shall  be  main- 
tained consecrated  and  intangible,  that  I  could  borrow  the  language 
of  a  celebrated  orator,  and  exclaim,  ^  I  rejoice  that  Virginia  has 

resisted." 
[  •  364  ]  Yet  here  I  must  claim  the  privilege  of  expressing  *  my 
regret,  that  the  opposition  of  the  high  and  truly  respected 
tribunal  of  that  State  had  not  been  marked  with  a  litde  mare 
moderation.  The  only  point  necessary  to  be  decided  in  the  case 
then  befcMre  them  was,  "  whether  they  were  bound  to  obey  the  man- 
date emanating  from  this  court  ?  "  But  in  the  judgment  entered  on 
their  minutes,  they  have  affirmed  that  the  case  was,  in  this  court, 
aoram  non  judice^  or  in  other  words,  that  this  court  had  not  jurisdic- 
tion over  it. 

This  is  assuming  a  truly  alarming  latitude  of  judicial  power. 
Where  is  it  to  end  ?  It  is  ^n  acknowledged  principle  of,  I  believe, 
every  court  in  the  world,  that  not  only  the  decisions  but  every  tiling 
done  under  the  judicial  process  of  courts,  not  having  jurisdiction, 
are,  ipso  facto^  void.  Are,  then,  the  judgments  of  this  court  to  be 
reviewed  in  every  court  of  the  Union  ?  and  is  every  recovery  of 
money,  every  change  of  property,  that  has  taken  place  under  our 
process,  to  be  considered  as  null,  void,  and  tortious  ? 

We  pretend  not  to  more  infallibility  than  other  courts  composed 
of  the  same  firail  materials  which  compose  this.  It  would  be  the 
height  of  affectation  to  close  our  minds  upon  the  recollection  that 
we  have  been  extracted  from  the  same  seminaries  in  which  orig- 
inated the  learned  men  who  preside  over  the  state  tribunals.  Bat 
there  is  one  claim  which  we  can  with  confidence  assert  in  our  own 
name  upon  those  tribunals,  the  profound,  uniform,  and  tmaffected 
respect  which  this  court  has  always  exhibited  for  state  decisions, 
gives  us  strong  pretensions  to  judicial  comity.  And  another  claim 
I  may  assert,  in  the  name  of  the  American  people ;  in  this  court. 
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every  State  in  *  the  Union  is  represented;  we  are  consti-  [  *365  ] 
tated  by  the  voice  of  the  Union,  and  when  decisions  take 
place,  which  nothing  but  a  spirit  to  give  ground  and  harmonize  can 
reconcile,  ours  is  the  superior  claim  upon  the  comity  of  the  state  tribu- 
nals. It  is  the  nature  of  the  human  mind  to  press  a  favorite  hypoth* 
esis  too  far)  but  magnanimity  will  always  be  ready  to  sacrifice  the 
pride  of  opinion  to  public  welfare. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  collision  has  been,  on  our  part,  wholly 
unsolicited.  The  exercise  of  this  appellate  jurisdiction  over  the 
state  decisions  has  long  been  acquiesced  in,  and  when  the  writ  of 
error,  in  this  case,  was  allowed  by  the  president  of  the  court  of 
appeals  of  Virginia,  we  were  sanctioned  in  supposing  that  we  were 
to  meet  with  the  same  acquiescence  there.  Had  that  court  refused  to 
grant  the  writ  in  the  first  instance,  or  had  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
or  on  the  mode  of  exercbing  jurisdiction,  been  made  here  originally, 
we  should  have  been  put  on  our  guard,  and  might  have  so  model- 
led the  process  of  the  court  as  to  strip  it  of  the  offensive  form  of  a 
mandate.  In  this  case,  it  might  have  been  brought  down  to  what 
probably  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  meant  it  should  be, 
to  wit,  an  alternative  judgment,  either  that  the  state  court  may  finally 
proceed,  at  its  option,  to  carry  into  effect  the  judgment  of  this 
court,  or,  if  it  declined  doing  so,  that  then  this  court  would  proceed 
itself  to  execute  it.  The  language,  sense,  and  operation  of  tiie  2dth 
section  on  this  subject,  merit  particulai:  attention.  In  the  preceding 
section,  which  has  relation  to  causes  brought  up  by  writ  of 
error  firom  the  circuit  courts  *  of  the  United  States,  this  [  *  366  ] 
court  is  instructed  not  to  issue  executions,  but  to  send  a 
special  mandate  to  the  circuit  court  to  award  execution  thereupon. 
In  case  of  the  circuit  court's  refusal  to  obey  such  mandate,  there 
could  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  ulterior  measures ;  compulsory  process 
might,  unquestionably,  be  resorted  to.  Nor,  indeed,  was  there  any 
reason  to  suppose  that  they  ever  would  refuse ;  and,  therefore,  there 
is  no  provision  made  for  authorizing  this  court  to  execute  its  own 
judgment  in  cases  of  that  description.  But  not  so,  in  cases  brought 
up  from  the  state  courts ;  the  firamers  of  that  law  plainly  foresaw 
that  the  state  courts  might  refuse ;  and  not  being  willing  to  leave 
ground  for  the  implication,  that  compulsory  process  must  be  resorted 
to,  because  no  specific  provision  was  made,  they  have  provided  the 
means,  by  authorizing  this  court,  in  cose  of  reversal  of  the  state 
decision,  to  execute  its  own  judgment  In  case  of  reversal  only, 
was  this  necessary ;  for,  in  case  of  affirmance,  this  collision  could 
not  arise.  It  is  true,  that  the  words  of  this  section  are,  that  this 
court  may,  in  their  discretion,  proceed  to  execute  its  own  judgment 
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But  these  words  were  very  properly  put  in,  that  it  might  not  be 
made  imperative  upon  this  court  to  proceed  indiscriminately  in  this 
way ;  as  it  could  only  be  necessary  in  case  of  the  refusal  of  the  state 
courts ;  and  this  idea  is  fully  confirmed  by  the  words  of  the  13th 
section,  which  restrict  this  court  in  issuing  the  writ  of  maandarnvs^  so 
as  to  confine  it  expressly  to  those  courts  which  axe  constituted  by 

the  United  States. 
[  •  367  ]  •  In  this  point  of  view  the  legislature  is  completely  vindi- 
cated firom  all  intention  to  violate  the  independence  of  the 
state  judiciaries.  Nor  can  this  court,  with  any  more  correctness, 
have  imputed  to  it  similar  intentions.  The  form  of  the  mandate 
issued  in  this  case,  is  that  known  to  appellate  tribunals,  and  used  in 
the  ordinary  cases  of  writs  of  error  firom  the  courts  of  the  United 
States.  It  will,  perhaps,  not  be  too  much,  in  such  cases,  to  expect 
of  those  who  are  conversant  in  the  forms,  fictions,  and  technicality  of 
the  law,  not  to  give  the  process  of  courts  too  literal  a  constraction. 
They  should  be  considered  with  a  view  to  the  ends  they  are  intended 
to  answer,  and  the  law  and  practice  in  which  they  originate.  In  this 
view,  the  mandate  was  no  more  than  a  mode  of  submiUdng  to  that 
court  the  option  which  the  25th  section  holds  out  to  them. 

Had  the  decision  of  the  court  of  Virginia  been  confined  to  the 
point  of  their  legal  obligation  to  carry  the  judgment  of  this  court  into 
effect,  I  should  have  thought  it  unnecessary  to  make  any  further 
observations  in  this  cause.  But  we  are  called  upon  to  vindicate  our 
general  revising  power,  and  its  due  exercise  in  this  particular  case. 

Here,  that  I  may  not  be  charged  with  arguing  upon  an  hypothetical 
case,  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  what  the  real  question  is  which  this 
court  is  now  called  to  decide  on. 

In  doing  this,  it  is  necessary  to  do  what,  although,  in  the  abstract, 
of  very  questionable  propriety,  appears  to  be  generally  acquiesced  in, 
to  wit,  to  review  the  case  as  it  originally  came  up  to  this 
[  •  368  ]  court  *  on  the  former  vrat  of  error.  The  cause,  then,  came 
up  upK)n  a  case  stated  between  the  parties,  and  under  the 
practice  of  that  state,  having  the  effect  of  a  special  verdict  The 
case  stated  brings  into  view  the  treaty  of  peace  with  Great  Britain, 
and  then  proceeds  to  present  the  various  laws  of  Virginia,  and  the 
facts  upon  which  the  parties  found  their  respective  titles.  It  then 
presents  no  particular  question,  but  refers  generally  to  the  law  arising 
out  of  the  case.  The  original  decision  was  obtained  prior  to  the 
treaty  of  1794,  but  before  the  case  was  adjudicated  in  tMs  court,  the 
treaty  of  1794  had  been  concluded. 

The  difficulties  of  the  case  arise  under  the  construction  of  the  25th 
section  above  alluded  to,  which,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  this  case,  is  in 
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these  words :  "  A  final  judgment  or  decree  in  any  suit,  in  the  highest 
court  of  law  or  equity  of  a  state  in  which  a  decision  in  the  suit  could 
be  had,"  "  where  is  drawn  in  question  the  construction  of  any  clause 
of  the  constitution  or  of  a  treaty,"  "  and  the  decision  is  against  the 
title  set  up  or  claimed  by  either  party  under  such  clause,  may  be 
reexamined  and  reversed,  or  affirmed."  "  But  no  other  error  shall 
be  assigned  or  regarded  as  a  ground  of  reversal  in  any  such  case  as 
aforesaid,  than  such  as  appears  on  the  face  of  the  record,  and 
immediately  respects  the  before-mentioned  questions  of  validity  or 
construction  of  the  said  treaties,"  &c. 

The  first  point  decided  under  this  state  of  the  case  was,  that  the 
judgment  being  a  part  of  the  record,  if  that  judgment  was  not  such 
as,  upon  that  case,  it  ought  to  have  been,  it  was  an  error 
apparent  on  the  *  face  of  the  record.  But  it  was  contended  [  *  369  J 
that  the  case  there  stated  presented  a  number  of  points  upon 
which  the  decision  below  may  have  been  founded,  and  that  it  did 
not,  therefore,  necessarily  appear  to  have  been  an  error  immediately 
respecting  a  question  on  the  construction  of  a  treaty.  But  the  court 
held,  that  as  the  reference  was  general  to  the  law  arising  out  of  the 
case,  if  one  question  arose,  which  called  for  the  construction  of  a 
treaty,  and  the  decision  negatived  the  right  set  up  under  it,  this  court 
will  reverse  that  decision,  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  party  who 
would  avoid  the  inconvenience  of  this  principle,  so  to  mould  the  case 
as  to  obviate  the  ambiguity.  And  under  this  point  arises  the  ques- 
tion whether  this  court  can  inquire  into  the  title  of  the  party,  or 
whether  they  are  so  restricted  in  their  judicial  powers  as  to  be  con- 
fined to  decide  on  the  operation  of  a  treaty  upon  a  title  previously 
ascertained  to  exist. 

If  there  is  any  one  point  in  the  case  on  which  an  opinion  may  be 
given  with  confidence,  it  is  this,  whether  we  consider  the  letter  of  the 
statute,  or  the  spirit,  intent,  or  meaning  of  the  constitution  and  of 
the  legislature,  as  expressed  in  the  2dth  section,  it  is  equally  clear 
that  the  title  is  the  primary  object  to  which  the  attention  of  the  court 
is  called  in  every  such  case.  The  words  are,  "  and  the  decision  be 
against  the  title"  so  set  up,  not  against  the  construction  of  the 
treaty  contended  for  by  the  party  setting  up  the  title.  And  how 
could  it  be  otherwise?  The  tilie  may  exist,  notwithstanding  the 
decision  of  the  state  courts  to  the  contrary ;  and  in  that 
case  the  *  party  is  entitled  to  the  benefits  intended  to  be  [•370  ] 
secured  by  the  treaty.  The  decision  to  his  prejudice  may 
have  been  the  result  of  those  very  errors,  partialities,  or  defects,  in 
state  jurisprudence  against  which  the  constitution  intended  to  protect 
the  individuaL  And  if  the  contrary  doctrine  be  assumed,  what  is  the 
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oonsequence?  This  court  may  then  be  called  upon  to  decide  on  a 
mere  hypothetical  case — to  give  a  construction  to  a  treaty  without 
first  deciding  whether  there  was  any  interest  on  which  that  treatyi 
whatever  be  its  proper  construction,  would  operate.  This  difficulty 
was  felt  and  weighed,  in  the  case  of  Smith  and  the  State  of  Mary- 
land, 6  C.  286 ;  and  that  decision  was  founded  upon  the  idea  that 
this  court  was  not  thus  restricted. 

But  another  difficulty  presented  itself;  the  treaty  of  1794  had 
become  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  since  the  judgment  rendered  in 
the  court  below.  The  defendant,  who  was  at  that  time  an  alien, 
had  now  become  confirmed  in  his  rights  under  that  treaty.  This 
would  have  been  no  objection  to  the  correctness  of  the  original  judg- 
ment. Were  we,  then,  at  liberty  to  notice  that  treaty  in  rendering 
the  judgment  of  this  court? 

Having  dissented  from  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  original 
case,  on  the  question  of  the  title,  this  difficulty  did  not  present  itself 
in  my  way,  in  the  view  I  then  took  of  the  case.  But  the  majority  of 
this  court  determined  that,  as  a  public  law,  the  treaty  was  a  part  of 
the  law  of  every  case  depending  in  this  court ;  that,  as  such,  it  was 
not  necessary  that  it  should  be  spread  upon  the  record, 
[•371  ]  and  that  it  was  obligatory  •upon  this  court,  in  rendering 
judgment  upon  this  writ  of  error,  notwithstanding  the 
original  judgment  may  have  been  otherwise  unimpeachable.  And 
to  this  opinion  I  yielded  my  hearty  consent ;  for  it  cannot  be  main- 
tained that  this  court  is  bound  to  give  a  judgment  unlawful  at  the 
time  of  rendering  it,  in  consideration  that  the  same  judgment  would 
have  been  lawful  at  any  prior  time.  What  judgment  can  now  be 
lawfully  rendered  between  the  parties,  is  the  question  to  which  the 
attention  of  the  court  is  called.  And  if  the  law  which  sanctioned  the 
original  judgment  expire,  pending  an  appeal,  this  court  has  repeat- 
edly reversed  the  judgment  below,  although  rendered  whilst  the  law 
existed.  So,  too,  if  the  plaintiff  in  error  die,  pending  suit,  and  his 
land  descend  on  an  alien,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  this  court  will 
maintain  the  suit  in  right  of  the  judgment,  in  favor  of  his  ancestor, 
notwithstanding  his  present  disability. 

It  must  here  be  recollected,  that  this  is  an  action  of  ejectment.  If 
the  term  formally  declared  upon  expires  pending  the  action,  the  court 
will  permit  the  plaintiff  to  amend,  by  extending  the  term.  Why  ? 
Because,  although  the  right  may  have  been  in  him  at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  it  has  ceased  before  judgment,  and  without  this 
amendment  he  could  not  have  judgment  But  suppose  the  suit 
were  really  instituted  to  obtain  possession  of  a  leasehold,  and  the 
lease  expire  before  judgment,  would  the  court  permit  the  party  to 
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amend  in  opposition  to  the  right  of  the  case  ?  On  the  contrary,  if 
the  term  fonnally  declared  on  were  more  extensive  than 
the  •  lease  in  which  the  legal  title  was  founded,  could  they  [  *  372  } 
give  judgment  for  more  than  costs  ?  It  must  be  recollected 
that,  under  this  judgment,  a  writ  of  restitution  is  the  firuit  of  the  law. 
This,  in  its  very  nature,  has  relation  to,  and  must  be  founded  upon, 
^  present  existing  right  at  the  time  of  judgment.  And  whatever  be 
the  cause  which  takes  this  right  away,  the  remedy  must,  in  the 
reason  and  nature  of  things,  fall  with  it. 

When  all  these  incidental  points  are  disposed  of,  we  find  the  ques- 
tion finally  reduced  to  this  —  does  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States  extend  to  the  revision  of  decisions  of  state  courts,  in  cases 
arising  under  treaties  ?  But,  in  order  to  generalize  the  question,  and 
present  it  in  the  true  form  in  which  it  presents  it«elf  in  this  case,  we 
will  inquire  whether  the  constitution  sanctions  the  exercise  of  a 
revising  power  over  the  decisions  of  state  tribunals  in  those  cases  to 
which  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends  ? 

And  here  it  appears  to  me  that  the  great  difficulty  is  on  the  other 
side.  That  the  real  doubt  is,  whether  the  state  tribunals  can  consti- 
tutionally exercise  jurisdiction  in  any  of  the  cases  to  which  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends. 

Some  cession  of  judicial  power  is  contemplated  by  the  third  article 
of  the  constitution :  that  which  is  ceded  can  no  longer  be  retained. 
In  one  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States,  it  has  been  decided 
(with  what  correctness  I  will  not  say)  that  the  cession  of  a  power  to 
pass  an  uniform  act  of  bankruptcy,  although  not  acted  on 
by  the  United  States,  deprives  *  the  States  of  the  power  of  [  *  373  ] 
passing  laws  to  that  effect  With  regard  to  the  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction,  it  would  be  difficult  to  prove  that  the 
States  could  resume  it,  if  the  United  States  should  abolish  the  courts 
vested  with  that  jurisdiction  ;  yet,  it  is  blended  with  the  other  cases 
of  jurisdiction,  in  the  second  section  of  the  third  article,  and  ceded  in 
the  same  words.  But  it  is  contended  that  the  second  section  of  the 
third  article  contains  no  express  cession  of  jurisdiction  ;  that  it  only 
vests  a  power  in  congress  to  .assume  jurisdiction  to  the  extent  therein 
expressed.  And  under  this  head  arose  discussion  on  the  construction 
proper  to  be  given  to  that  article. 

On  this  part  of  the  case  I  shall  not  pause  long.  The  rules  of  con- 
struction, where  the  nature  of  the  instrument  is  ascertained,  are 
familiar  to  every  one.  To  me  the  constitution  appears,  in  every  line 
of  it,  to  be  a  contract,  which,  in  legal  language,  may  be  denominated 
tripartite.  The  parties  are,  the  people,  the  States,  and  the  United 
States.    It  is  returning  in  a  circle  to  contend,  that  it  professes  to  be 
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the  exdasive  act  of  the  people ;  for  what  have  the  people  done  but  to 
form  this  compact  ?  That  the  States  are  recognized  as  parties  to  it 
is  evident  from  varioas  passages,  and  particularly  that  in  which  the 
United  States  guaranty  to  each  State  a  republican  form  of  govern- 
ment. 

The  security  and  happiness  of  the  whole  was  the  object,  and,  to 
prevent  dissension  and  collision,  each  surrendered  those  powers  which 
might  make  them  dangerous  to  each  other.  Well  aware  of 
[  •374  ]  the  sensitive  •imtability  of  sovereign  states,  where  their 
wills  or  interests  clash,  they  placed  themselves,  with  regard 
to  each  other,  on  the  footing  of  sovereigns  upon  the  ocean ;  where 
power  is  mutually  conceded  to  act  upon  the  individual,  but  the  na- 
tional vessel  must  remain  unviolated  And  to  remove  all  ground  for 
jealousy  and  complaint,  they  relinquish  the  privilege  of  being  any 
longer  the  exclusive  arbiters  of  their  own  justice,  where  the  rights  of 
others  come  in  question,  or  the  great  interests  of  the  whole  may  be 
affected  by  those  feelings,  partialities,  or  prejudices,  which  they  meant 
to  put  down  forever. 

Nor  shall  I  enter  into  a  minute  discussion  on  the  meaning  of  the 
language  of  this  sectipn.  I  have  seldom  found  much  good  result 
from  hypercritical  severity,  in  examining  the  distinct  force  of  words. 
Language  is  essentially  defective  in  precision ;  more  so  than  those 
are  aware  of,  who  are  not  in  the  habit  of  subjecting  it  to  philological 
analysis.  In  the  case  before  us,  for  instance,  a  rigid  construction 
might  be  made,  which  would  annihilate  the  powers  intended  to  be 
ceded.  The  words  are :  ^<  shall  extend  to."  Now  that  which  extends 
to,  does  not  necessarily  include  in ;  so  that  the  circle  may  enlarge 
until  it  reaches  the  objects  that  limit  it,  and  yet  not  take  them  in. 
But  the  plain  and  obvious  sense  and  meaning  of  the  word  shall,  in 
this  sentence,  is  in  the  future  sense,  and  has  nothing  imperative  in  it 
The  language  of  the  firamers  of  the  constitution  is,  '^  We  are  about 
forming  a  general  government  When  that  government  is  formed, 
its  powers  shall  extend,"  &c.  I,  therefore,  see  nothing  imper- 
[  *3I75  ]  ative  in  this  clause,  and  certainly  •it  would  have  been  very 
unnecessary  to  use  the  word  in  that  sense ;  for,  as  there  was 
no  controlling  power  constituted,  it  would  only,  if  used  in  an  impa- 
ative  sense,  have  imposed  a  moral  obligation  to  act  But  the  same 
result  arises  &om  using  it  in  a  future  sense;  and  the  constitution 
everyu'here  assumes  as  a  postulate,  that  wherever  power  is  given  it 
will  be  used,  or  at  least  used  as  far  as  the  interests  of  the  American 
people  require  it,  if  not  from  the  natural  proneness  of  man  to  the 
exercise  of  power,  at  least  from  a  sense  of  duty,  and  the  obligation 
of  an  oath. 
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Nor  can  I  see  any  difference  in  the  effect  of  the  words  used  in  this 
section,  as  to  the  scope  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States 
courts  over  the  cases  of  the  first  and  second  description,  comprised 
in  that  section.  "  Shall  extend  to  controversies,"  appears  to  me  as 
comprehensive  in  effect,  as  "  shall  extend  to  all  cases,"  For,  if  the 
judicial  power  extend  "  to  controversies  between  citizen  and  alien," 
&e.,  to  what  controversies  of  that  description  does  it  not  extend  ? 
If  no  case  can  be  pointed  out  which  is  excepted,  it  then  extends  to 
all  controversies. 

But  I  will  assume  the  construction  as  a  sound  one,  that  the  cession 
of  power  to  the  general  government,  means  no  more  than  that  they 
may  assume  the  exercise  of  it  whenever  they  think  it  advisable.  It  is 
clear  that  congress  have  hitherto  acted  under  that  impression,  and  my 
own  opinion  is  in  favor  of  its  correctness.  But  dees  it  not  then  fol- 
low that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court,  within  the  range 
ceded  to  the  general  government,  is  permitted,  and  *  may  be  [  *  376  J 
withdrawn  whenever  congress  think  proper  to  do  so  ?  As 
it  is  a  principle  that  every  one  may  renounce  a  right  introduced  for 
his  benefit,  we  will  admit  that  as  congress  have  not  assumed  such 
jurisdiction,  the  state  courts  may,  constitutionally,  exercise  jurisdic- 
tion in  such  cases.  Yet,  surely,  the  general  power  to  withdraw  the 
exercise  of  it,  includes  in  it  the  right  to  modify,  limit,  and  restrain 
that  exercise.  "  This  is  my  domain,  put  not  your  foot  upon  it ;  if 
you  do,  you  are  subject  to  my  laws ;  I  have  a  right  to  exclude  you 
altogether ;  I  have,  then,  a  right  to  prescribe  the  terms  of  your  admis- 
sion to  a  participation.  As  long  as  you  conform  to  my  la.ws,  parti- 
cipate in  peace,  but  I  reserve  to  myself  the  aright  of  judging  how  far 
your  acts  are  conformable  to  my  laws."  Analogy,  then,  to  the  ordi- 
nary exercise  of  sovereign  authority,  would  sustain  the  exercise  of 
this  controlling  or  revising  power. 

But  it  is  argued  that  a  power  to  assume  jurisdiction  to  the  consti- 
tutional extent,  does  not  necessarily  carry  with  it  a  right  to  exercise 
appellate  power  over  the  state  tribunals. 

This  is  a  momentous  question,  and  one  on  which  I  shall  reserve 
myself  uncommitted  for  each  particular  case  as  it  shall  occur.  It  is 
enough,  at  present,  to  have  shown  that  congress  has  not  asserted, 
and  this  court  has  not  attempted  to  exercise,  that  kind  of  authority 
in  personam  over  the  state  courts,  which  would  place  them  in  the 
relation  of  an  inferior  responsible  body,  without  their  own  acquies- 
cence. And  I  have  too  much  confidence  in  the  state  tribunals  to 
believe  that  a  case  ever  will  occur  in  which  it  will  be  neces- 
sary •  for  the  general  government  to  assume  a  controlling  [  *  377  ] 
power  over  these  tribunals.     But  is  it  difficult  to  suppose  a 

*   60* 
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!  case  which  will  call  loudly  for  some  remedy  or  restraint  ?     Suppose 

a  foreign  minister,  or  an  officer,  acting  regularly  under  authority  from 
the  United  States^  seized  to-day,  tried  to-morrow,  and  humed  the 
I  next  day  to  execution.     Such  cases  may  occur,  and  have  ooconed, 

I  in  other  countries*     The  angry,  vindictive  passions  of  men  hare  too 

ofiben  made  their  way  into  judicial  tribunals,  and  we  cannot  hope 
forever  to  escape  their  baleful  influence.  In  the  case  supposed,  there 
ought  to  be  a  power,  somewhere,  to  restrain  or  punish,  or  tiie  Union 
must  be  dissolved.  At  present,  the  uncontrollable  exercise  of  criminal 
jurisdiction  is  most  securely  confided  to  the  state  tribunals.  The 
courts  of  the  United  States  are  vested  with  no  power  to  scrutinize 
into  the  proceedings  of  the  state  courts  in  criminal  cases ;  on  tiie 
contrary,  the  general  government  has,  in  more  than  one  instance, 
exhibited  their  confidence,  by  a  wish  to  vest  them  with  the  execution 
of  their  own  penal  law.  And  extreme,  indeed,  I  flatter  myself, 
must  be  the  case  in  which  the  general  government  could  ever  be 
induced  to  assert  this  right  If  ever  such  a  case  should  occur,  it 
will  be  time  enough  to  decide  upon  their  constitutional  power  to 
do  so. 

But  we  know  that  by  the  3d  article  of  the  constitution,  judicial 
power,  to  a  certain  extent,  is  vested  in  the  general  government,  and 
that  by  the  same  instrument,  power  is  given  to  pass  all  laws  neces- 
sary to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  constitu- 
[  •  378  ]  tion.  At  present,  it  is  only  necessary  to  vindicate  the  *  laws 
which  they  have  passed  affecting  civil  cases  pending  in 
state  tribjinals. 

In  legislating  on  thi&  subject,  congress,  in  the  true  spirit  of  the 
constitution,  have  proposed  to  secure  to  every  one  the  full  benefit  of 
the  constitution,  vdthout  forcing  any  one  necessarily  into  the  courts 
of  the  United  States.  With  this  view,  in  one  class  of  cases,  they 
have  not' taken  away  absolutely  from  the  state  courts,  all  the  cases  to 
which  their  judicial  power  extends,  but  left  it  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring 
his  action  there,  originally,  if  he  choose,  or  to  the  defendant  to  force 
the  plaintiff  into  the  courts  of  the  United  States  where  they  have 
jurisdiction,  and  the  former  has  instituted  his  suit  in  the  state  courts. 
In  this  case,  they  have  not  made  it  legal  for  the  defei^dant  to  plead  to 
the  jurisdiction ;  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  put  an  end  to  the 
plaintiff's  suit,  and  oblige  him,  probably  at  great  risk  or  expense,  to 
institute  a  new  action ;  but  the  act  has  given  him  a  right  to  obtain 
an  order  for  a  removal,  on  a  petition  to  the  state  court,  upon  which 
the  cause,  with  all  its  existing  advantages,  is  transferred  to  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States.  This,  I  presume,  can  be  subject 
to  no  objection ;  as  the  legislature  has  an  unquestionable  right  to 
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make  the  ground  of  removal  a  ground  of  plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  and 
the  court  must  then  do  no  more  than  it  is  now  called  upon  to  do,  to 
wit,  give  an  order  or  a  judgment,  or  call  it  what  we  will,  in  favor  of 
that  defendant.  And  so  far  from  asserting  the  inferiority  of  the 
state  tribunal,  this  oct  is  rather  that  of  a  superior,  inas- 
much as  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  •becomes  [  •379  ] 
bound,  by  that  order,  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  This 
method,  so  much  more  unlikely  to  affect  official  delicacy  than  that 
which  is  resorted  to  in  the  other  class  of  cases,  might,  perhaps,  have 
been  more  happily  applied  to  all  the  cases  which  the  legislature 
thought  it  advisable  to  remove  &om  the  state  courts.  But  the  other 
class  of  cases,  in  which  the  present  is  included,  was  proposed  to  be 
provided  for  in  a  different  manner.  And  here,  again,  the  legislature 
of  the  Union  evince  their  confidence  in  the  state  tribunals ;  for  they 
do  not  attempt  to  give  original  cognizance  to  their  own  circuit  courts 
of  such  cases,  or  to  remove  them  by  petition  and  order ;  but  still 
believing  that  their  decisions  will  be  generally  satisfactory,  a  writ  of 
error  is  not  given  immediately,  as  a  question  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  shall  occur,  but  only  in  case  the  decisions  shall 
finally,  in  the  court  of  the  last  resort,  be  against  the  title  set  up  under 
the  constitution,  treaty,  &c* 

In  this  act,  I  can  see  nothing  which  amounts  to  an  assertion  of  the 
inferiority  or  dependence  of  the  state  tribunals.  The  presiding 
judge  of  the  state  court  is  himself  authorized  to  issue  the  writ  of 
error,  if  he  will,  and  thus  give  jurisdiction  to  the  supreme  court ;  and 
if  he  thinks  proper  to  decline  it,  no  compulsory  process  is  provided 
by  law  to  oblige  him.  The  party  who  imagines  himself  aggrieved, 
is  then  at  liberty  to  apply  to  a  judge  of  the  United  States,  who 
issues  the  writ  of  error,  which  (whatever  the  form)  is,  in  substance, 
no  more  than  a  mode  of  compelling  the  opposite  party  to  appear 
before  this  court,  and  maintain  the  legality  of  his  judgment 
obtained  before  the  *  state  tribunal.  An  exemplification  of  [  •  380  ] 
a  record  is  the  common  property  of  every  one  who  chooses 
to  apply  and  pay  for  it,  and  thus  the  case  and  the  parties  are  brought 
before  us ;  and  so  far  is  the  court  itself  firom  being  brought  under  the 
revising  power  of  this  court,  that  nothing  but  the  case,  as  presented 
by  the  record  and  pleadings  of  the  parties,  is  considered,  and  the 
opinions  of  the  court  are  never  resorted  to  unless  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  this  court  in  forming  their  own  opinions. 

The  absolute  necessity  that  there  was  for  congress  to  exercise 
something  of  a  revising  power  over  cases,  and  parties  in  the  state 
courts,  will  appear  firom  this  consideration. 

Suppose  the  whole  extent  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 
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States  vested  in  their  own  courts,  yet  sAch  a  provision  wonld  not 
ansv^er  all  the  ends  of  the  constitation,  for  two  reasons :  — 

Ist  Although  the  plaintiff  may,  in  such  case,  have  the  full  ben^t 
of  the  constitution  extended  to  him,  yet  the  defendant  wonld  not; 
as  the  plaintiflf  might  force  him  into  the  court  of  tiie  State  at  his 
election. 

2dly.  Supposing  it  possible  so  to  legislate  as  to  give  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  original  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  arising  under  the 
constitution,  laws,  &c.,  in  ike  words  of  the  3d  section  of  the  third 
article,  (a  point  on  which  I  have  some  doubt,  and  which  in  time 
might,  perhaps,  under  some  quo  minus  fiction,  or  a  willing  construc- 
tion, grpatly  accumulate  the  jurisdiction  of  those  courts,)  yet  a  very 
large  class  of  cases  would  remain  unprovided  for.  Incidental  ques- 
tions would  often  arise,  and  as  a  court  of  competent 
[*381  ]  ^jlirisdiction  in  the  principal  case  must  decide  all  such 
questions,  whatever  laws  they  arise  under,  endless  might  be 
the  diversity  of  decisions  throughout  the  Union,  upon  the  constitu- 
tion, treaties,  and  laws  of  the  United  States;  a  subject  on  which  the 
tranquillity  of  the  Union,  internally  and  externally,  may  materially 
depend 

I  should  feel  the  more  hesitation  in  adopting  the  opinions  w^hich  I 
express  in  this  case,  were  I  not  firmly  convinced  that  they  are 
practical,  and  may  be  acted  upon  without  compromitting  the  har^ 
mony  of  the  Union,  or  bringing  humility  upon  the  state  tribunals. 
Grod  forbid  that  the  judicial  power  in  these  States  should  ever,  for  a 
moment,  even  in  its  humblest  departments,  feel  a  doubt  of  its  own 
independence.  Whilst  adjudicating  on  a  subject  which  the  laws  of 
the  country  assign  finally  to  the  revising  power  of  another  tribunal, 
it  can  feel  no  such  doubt.  An  anxiety  to  do  justice  is  ever  relieved 
by  the  knowledge  that  what  we  do  is  not  final  between  the  parties. 
And  no  sense  of  dependence  can  be  felt  .from  the  knowledge  tliat  the 
parties,  not  the  court,  may  be  summoned  before  another  tribunal. 
With  this  view,  by  means  of  laws,  avoiding  judgments  obtained  in 
the  state  courts  in  cases  over  which  congress  has  constitutionally 
assumed  jurisdiction,  and  inflicting  penalties  on  parties  who  shall 
contumaciously  persist  in  inMnging  the  constitutional  rights  of 
others  —  under  a  liberal  extension  of  the  writ  of  injunctioi^  and  tiie 
habeas  corpus  ad  subjiciendum^  I  flatter  myself  that  the  full  extentof 
the  constitutional  revising  power  may  be  secured  to  the 
[*382]  United  States,  and  the  *  benefits  of  it  to  the  individual, 
without  ever  resorting  to  compulsory  or  restrictive  process 
upon  the  state  tribunals ;  a  right  which,  I  repeat  again,  congress  has 
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not  asserted,  nor  has  this  court  asserted,  nor  does  there  appear  any 
necessity  for  asserting. 

The  remaining  points  in  the  case  being  mere  questions  of  practice, 
I  shall  make  no  remarks  upon  them. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

3  W.  610;  5  W.  1 ;  6  W.  264;  2  P.  245;  4  P.  410;  5  P.  190;  6  P.  515;  10  P.  368; 
12  P.  488,  524,  657;  14  P.  853,  540,  614;  16  P.  234,  539;  1  H.  184;  3  H.  413;  6 
H.  31 ;  12  H.  299. 


The  Commercen.     Lindgren,  Claimant 

1  W.  882. 

A  nentral  ship,  laden  with  provisions,  enemy's  property,  and  the  growth  of  the  enemy's  i^H^^.  L'^y 
country,  specially  permitted  to  be  exported  for  the  supply  of  his  forces,  is  not  entitled  toji/f-  /-  ^ 
freight.  ^ 

It  makes  no  difference,  in  such  a  case,  tiiat  the  enemy  is  carrying  on  a  distinct  war,  in  con- 
junction with  his  allies,  who  are  friends  of  the  captor's  country,  and  that  the  provisions 
are  intended  for  the  supply  of  his  troops  engaged  in  that  war,  and  that  the  ship  in  which 
they  are  transported  belongs  to  subjects  of  one  of  those  allies,  and  is  destined  to  a  nentral 
port 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Mas- 
sachusetts. This  was  the  case  of  a  Swedish  *  vessel  [*383] 
captured  on  the  16th  of  April,  1814,  by  the  private  armed 
schooner  Lawrence,  on  a  voyage  from  Limerick,  in  Ireland,  to 
Bilboa,  in  Spain.  The  cargo  consisted  of  barley  and  oats,  the  prop- 
erty of  British  subjects,  the  exportation  of  which  is  generally  pro- 
hibited by  the  British  government ;  and,  as  well  by  the  official  papers 
of  the  custom-house,  as  by  the  private  letters  of  the  shippers,  it 
appears  to  have  been  shipped  under  the  special  permission  of  the 
government,  for  the  sole  use  of  his  Britannic  majesty's  forces  then  in 
Spain.  Bonds  were  accordingly  given  for  the  fulfilment  of  this 
object  At  the  hearing  in  the  district  court  of  Maine,  the  cargo  was 
condemned  as  enemy's  property,  anfl  the  vessel  restored,  with  an 
allowance,  among  other  things,  of  the  fireight  for  the  voyage,  accord- 
ing to  the  stipulation  of  the  charter-party.  The  captors  appealed 
from  so  much  of  the  sentence  as  decreed  freight  to  the  neutral  ship, 
and,  upon  the  appeal  to  the  circuit  court  of  Massachusetts,  the 
decree,  as  to  freight,  was  reversed,  and  from  this  last  sentence  an 
appeal  was  prosecuted  to  this  court 
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Key^  for  the  appellant  and  daimanta. 

DexUr^  tot  the  captors. 

[  •  387  ]      •  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  single  point  now  in  controversy  in  this  cause  is, 
whether  the  ship  is  entitled  to  the  freight  for  the  voyage.  The 
general  rule  that  the  neutral  carrier  of  enemy's  property  is  entitled 
to  his  freight,  is  now  too  firmly  established  to  admit  of  discussion. 
But  to  tliis  rule  there  are  many  exceptions..  If  the  neuiaral  be  guilty 
of  fraudulent  or  unneutral  conduct,  or  has  interposed  himself  to 
assist  the  enemy  in  carrying  on  the  war,  he  is  justly  deemed  to  have 
forfeited  his  title  to  freight.  Hence,  the  carrying  of  contraband 
goods  to  the  enemy ;  the  engaging  in  the  coasting  or  colonial  trade 
of  the  enemy ;  the  spoliation  of  papers,  and  the  fraudulent  supines- 
sion  of  enemy  interests,  have  been  held  to  affect  the  neutral  with  &e 
forfeiture  of  freight ;  and  in  cases  of  a  more  flagrant  character,  such 
as  carrying  dispatches  or  hostile  military  passengers,  an  engage* 
ment  in  the  transport  service  of  the  enemy,  and  a  breach  of  block- 
ade, the  penalty  of  confiscation  of  the  vessel  has  also  been  inflicted. 
Bynk.  Qusest.  J.  Pub.  c.  14 ;  The  Sarah  Christina,  1  Rob.  237 ;  The 
Haase,  1  Rob.  286;  The  Emanuel,  1  Rob.  296;  The  Imm&nuel, 
2  Rob.  186;  The  Atlas,  3  Rob.  299;  The  Rising  Sun,  3  Rob.  104; 
The  Maddona  del  Burso,  4  Rob.  169 ;  The  Neutralitat,  3  Rob.  295 ; 

The  Welvart,  2  Rob.  128;  ,The  Friendship,  6  Rob.  420. 
[  *  388  ]  By  the  modem  law  of  nations,  provisions  *  are  not,  in 

general,  deemed  contraband;  but  they  may  become  so, 
although  the  property  of  a  neutral,  on  account  of  the  particular 
situation  of  the  war,  or  on  account  of  their  destination.  The  Jonge 
Margaretha,  1  Rob.  189.  If  destined  for  the  ordinary  use  of  life  in 
the  enemy's  country  they  are  not,  in  general,  contraband ;  but  it  is 
otherwise  if  destined  for  military  use.  Hence,  if  destined  for  the 
army  or  navy  of  tiie  enemy,  or  for  his  ports  of  naval  or  military 
equipment,  they  are  deemed  contraband.  The  Jonge,  Margaretba, 
1  Rob.  189.  Another  exception  from  being  treated  as  contraband 
is,  where  the  provisions  are  the  growth  of  the  neutral  exporting 
country.  But  if  they  be  the  *growth  of  the  enemy's  country,  and 
more  especially  if  the  property  of  his  subjects,  and  destined  for 
enemy's  use,  there  does  not  seem  any  good  reason  for  the  exemp* 
tion;  for,  as  Sir  William  Scott  has  observed,  in  such  case  the 
party  has  not  only  gone  out  of  his  way  for  the  supply  of  the  enemy, 
but  he  has  assisted  him  by  taking  ofi*  his  surplus  commodities. 
The  Jonge  Margaretha,  1  Rob.  189.    But  it  is  argued  that  the  doc* 
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trine  of  contraband  cannot  apply  to  the  present  case,  because  the 
destination  was  to  a  neutral  country ;  and  it  is  certainly  true  that 
goods  destined  for  the  use  of  a  neutral  country  can  never  be  deemed 
contraband  whatever  may  be  their  character,  or  however  well  adapted 
to  warlike  purposes.  But  if  such  goods  are  destined  for 
the  direct  *  and  avowed  use  of  the  enemy's  army  or  navy,  [  *  389  ] 
we  should  be  glad  to  see  an  authority  which  countenances 
this  exemption  from  forfeiture,  even  though  the  property  of  a  neutral. 
Suppose,  in  time  of  war,  a  British  fleet  were  lying  in  a  neutral  port, 
would  it  be  lawful  for  a  neutral  to  cany  provisions  or  munitions  of 
war  thither,  avowedly  for  the  exclusive  supply  of  such  fleet  ?  Would 
it  not  be  a  direct  interposition  in  the  war,  and  an  essential  aid  to 
the  enemy  in  his  hostile  preparations  ?  In  such  a  case  the  goods, 
even  if  belonging  to  a  neutral,  would  have  had  the  taint  of  contra- 
band in  its  most  offensive  character,  on  account  of  their  destination; 
and  the  mere  interposition  of  a  neutral  port  would  not  protect  them 
from  forfeiture.  Strictly  speaking,  however,  this  is  not  a 
•  question  of  contraband ;  for  that  can  arise  only  when  [  *  390  ] 
the  property  belongs  to  a  neutral,  and  here  the  property 
•belonged  to  an  enemy,  and,  therefore,  was  liable,  at  all  [  •391  ] 
events,  to  condemnation.  But  was  the  voyage  lawful,  and 
such  as  a  neutral  could,  with  good  faith,  and  without  a  forfeiture 
engage  in  ?  It  has  been  solemnly  adjudged  that  being  engaged  in 
the  transport  service,  or  in  the  conveyance  of  military  persons  in  his 
employ,  are  acts  of  hostility  which  subject  the  property  to  confisca- 
tion. The  Carolina,  4  Rob.  256 ;  The  Friendship,  6  Rob.  420 ;  The 
Qrozembo,  6  Rob.  430.  And  the  carrying  of  dispatches  from  the  colony 
to  the  mother  country  of  the  enemy  has  subjected  the  party  to  the  like 
penalty.  The  Atalanta,  6  Rob.  440 ;  The  Constantia,  6  Rob.  461,  note. 
And  in  these  cases,  the  fact  that  the  voyage  was  to  a  neutral  port  was 
not  thought  to  change  the  character  of  the  transaction.  The  prin- 
ciple of  these  determinations  was  asserted  to  be  that  the  party  must 
be  deemed  to  place  himself  in  the  service  of  the  hostile 
state,  and  *  assist  in  warding  off  the  pressure  of  the  war,  or  [  *  392  ] 
in  fevoring  its  offensive  projects.  Now  we  cannot  dis- 
tinguish these  cases,  in  principle,  from  that  before  the  court.  Here 
is  a  cargo  of  provisions  exported  from  the  enemy's  country,  with  the 
avowed  purpose  of  supplying  the  army  of  the  enemy.  Without 
this  destination,  they  would  not  have  been  permitted  to  be  exported 
at  all.  Can  a  more  important  or  essential  service  be  performed  in 
favor  of  the  enemy  ?  In  what  does  it  differ  fit)m  the  case  of  a  trans- 
port in  his  service  ?  The  property,  nominally,  belongs  to  individuals, 
and  is  freighted,  apparently,  on  private  account,  but,  in  reality,  for 
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public  use,  and  under  a  public  contract  implied  firom  the  very  pe> 
mission  of  exportation.  It  is  vain  to  contend  that  the  direct  effect 
of  the  voyage  was  not  to  aid  the  British  hostilities  against  the  United 
States.  It  might  enable  the  enemy,  indirectly,  to  operate  with  mare 
vigor  and  promptitude  against  us,  and  increase  his  disposable  f<»ce. 
But  it  is  not  the  effect  of  the  particular  transaction  that  the  law 
regards ;  it  is  the  general  tendency  of  such  transactions  to  assist  the 
military  operations  of  the  enemy,  and  the  temptations  which  it 
presents  to  deviate  firom  a  strict  neutrality.  Nor  do  we  perceive 
how  the  destination,  to  a  neutral  port,  can  vary  the  application  of 
this  rule ;  it  is  only  doing  that  indirectiy  which  is  prohibited  in 
direct  courses.  Would  it  be  contended  that  a  neutral  might  law- 
fully transport  pi'ovisions  for  the  British  fleet  and  army,  while  it  lay 
at  Bordeaux,  preparing  for  an  expedition  to  the  United  States? 
Would  it  be  contended  that  he  might  lawfully  supply  a 
[  *  893  ]  British  *  fleet  stationed  on  our  coast?  We  presume  that 
two  opinions  could  not  be  entertained  on  such  questions; 
and  yet,  though  the  cases  put  are  strong,  we  do  not  know  that  the 
assistance  is  more  material  than  might  be  supplied  under  cover  of  a 
neutral  destination  like  the  present. 

An  attempt  has  been  made  to  distinguish  this  case  firom  the  ordi- 
nary cases  of  employment  in  the  transport  service  of  the  enemy, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  war  of  Great  Britain  against  France,  was 
a  war  distinct  firom  that  against  the  United  States  ;  and  that 
Swedish  subjects  had  a  perfect  right  to  assist  the  British  arms  in 
respect  to  the  former,  though  not  to  the  latter.  Whatever  might  be 
the  right  of  the  Swedish  sovereign,  acting  under  his  own  authority, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  if  a  Swedish  vessel  be  engaged  in  the  actual 
service  of  Great  Britain,  or  in  carrying  stores  for  the  exclusive  use 
of  the  British  armies,  she  must,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  be 
deemed  a  British  transport  It  is  perfectiy  immaterial  in  what  par- 
ticular enterprise  those  armies  might,  at  the  time,  be  engaged ;  for 
the  same  important  benefits  are  conferred  upon  an  enemy,  who 
thereby  acquires  a  greater  dis^sable  force  to  bring  into  action 
against  us.  In  The  Friendship,  6  Rob.  420,  426,  Sir  W.  Scott, 
speaking  on  this  subject,  declares :  ^<  It  signifies  nothing  whether  the 
men  so  conveyed  are  to  be  put  into  action,  on  an  immediate  expe- 
dition, or  not.  The  mere  shifting  of  draughts  in  detachments,  and 
conveyance  of  stores  firom  one  place  to  another,  is  an  oidinaiy 
employment  of  a  transport  vessel,  and  it  is  a  distinction 
[  •  394  ]  totally  unimportant,  *  whether  this  or  that  case  may  be  con- 
nected with  the  immediate  active  service  of  the  enemy.  I^ 
removing  forces  from  distant  settiements,  there  may  be  no  intention 
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of  immediate  action,  but  still,  the  general  importance  of  having 
troops  conveyed  to  places  where  it  is  convenient  that  they  should 
be  collected,  either  for  present  or  future  use,  is  what  constitutes  the 
object  and  employment  of  transport  vessels."  It  is  obvious  that  the 
learned  judge  did  not  deem  it  material  to  what  places  the  stores 
might  be  destined ;  and  it  must  be  equally  immaterial  what  is  the  ' 
immediate  occupation  of  the  enemy's  military  force.  That  force  is 
always  hostile  to  us,  be  it  where  it  may  be.  To-day  it  may  act 
against  France,  to-morrow  against  us ;  and  the  better  its  commissary 
department  is  supplied,  the  more  life  and  activity  is  communicated 
to  all  its  motions.  It  is  not,  therefore,  in  our  view,  material  whether 
there  be  another  distinct  war  in  which  our  enemy  is  engaged,  or  not; 
it  is  sufficient  that  his  armies  are  evei^where  our  enemies,  and  every 
assistance  offered  to  them  must,  directly  or  indirectly,  operate  to  our 
injury. 

On  the  whole,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  voyage  in  which 
this  vessel  was  engaged,  was  illicit,  and  inconsistent  with  the  duties 
of  neutrality,  and  that  it  is  a  very  lenient  administration  of  justice 
to  confine  the  penalty  to  a  mere  denial  of  freight. 

*  Marshall,  C.  J.    As  a  principle,  which  I  think  newt  [  *  395  ] 
and  which  may  certainly,  in  future,  be  very  interesting  to 
the  United  States,  has  been  decided  in  this  case,  I  trust  I  may  be 
excused  for  stating  the  reasons  which  have  prevented  i^y  concurring 
in  the  opinion  that  has  been  delivered.    In  argument,  this  sentence 
of  the  circuit  court  has  been  sustained  on  two  grounds ; 
1st.  That  the  exportation  *of  grain  firom  Ireland  is  generally  [  *  396  ] 
prohibited,  and,  therefore,  that  a  neutral  cannot  lawfully 
engage  in  it  during  war.    2d.  That  the  carriage  of  supplies  to  the 
army  of  the  enemy  is  to  take  part  with  him  in  the  war,  and,  conse- 
quently, to  become  the  enemy  of  the  United  States  so  far  as  to 
forfeit  the  right  to  fireight 

The  first  point  has  been  maintained  on  its  supposed  analogies  to 
certain  principles  which  have  been,  at  different  times,  avowed  by  the 
great  maritime  and  belligerent  powers  of  Europe  respecting  the 
colonial  and  coasting  trade,  and  which  are  generally  known  in 
England,  and  in  this  country,  by  the  appellation  of  the  rule  of  1756. 
Without  professing  to  give  any  opinion  on  the  correctness  of  those 
principles,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe  that  they  do  not  appear  to  me 
to  supply  to  this  case.  The  rule  of  1756  prohibits  a  neutral  firom 
engaging  in  time  of  war  in  a  trade  in  which  he  was  prevented  from 
participating  in  time  of  peace,  because  that  trade  was,  by  law,  exclu- 
sively reserved  for  the  vessels  of  the  hostile  State.    This  prohibition 
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stands  npon  two  grotuids.  1st.  That  a  trade,  such  as  the  coasting 
or  colonial  trade,  which,  by  the  permanent  policy  of  a  nation  is 
reserved  for  its  own  vessels,  if  opened  to  neutarals  dniing  war,  most  be 
opened  under  the  pressure  of  the  arms  of  the  enemy,  and  in  order  to 
obtain  relief  from  that  pressure.  The  neutral  who  interposes  to 
relieve  the  belligerent  under  such  circumstances,  rescues  him  from 
the  condition  to  which  the  arms  of  his  enemy  has  reduced  him, 
restores  to  him  those  resources  which  have  been  wrested 
[  •  897  ]  from  him  by  the  *arms  of  his  adv^sary,  and  deprives  that 
adversary  of  the  advantages  which  successful  war  has  given 
him.  This  the  opposing  belligerent  pronounces  a  departure  from 
neutrality,  and  an  interference  in  the  war  to  his  prejudice,  which  he 
will  not  tolerate.  2d.  If  the  trade  be  not  opened  by  law,  that  a 
neutral  employed  in  a  trade  thus  reserved  by  the  enemy,  to  his  own 
vessels,  identifies  himself  vfHith  that  enemy,  and  by  performing  func- 
tions exclusively  appertaining  to  the  enemy  character,  assumes  that 
character.  Neither  the  one  nor  the  other  of  these  reasons  appUea  to 
the  case  under  consideration.  The  trade  was  not  a  trade  confined 
to  British  vessels  during  peace,  and  opened  to  neutrals  during  -war 
under  the  pressure  created  by  the  arms  of  the  enemy.  It  was  pro- 
hibited for  political  reasons,  entirely  unconnected  with  the  intearests 
of  navigation,  and  thrown  open  from  motives  equally  unconnected 
with  maritime  strength.  Neither  did  the  neutral  employed  in  it  en- 
gage in  a  trade  then,  or  at  any  time,  reserved  for  British  vessels,  and, 
therefore,  did  not  identify  himself  with  them.  He  was  not  perf<Nining 
functions  exclusively  appertaining  to  the  enemy,  and,  consequently, 
in  performing  them  did  not  assume  that  character. 

The  second  point  presents  a  question  of  much  more  difficoltj. 
That  a  neutral  carrying  supplies  to  the  army  of  the  enemy  does, 
under  the  mildest  interpretation  of  international  law,  expose  himself 
to  the  loss  of  freight,  is  a  proposition  too  well  settled  to  be  contro- 
verted. That  it  is  a  general  rule,  admitting  of  few,  if  any, 
[  *  398  ]  exceptions,  is  not  denied  by  the  counsel  *for  the  appellants. 
But  they  contend  that  this  case  is  withdravim  from  that 
rule  by  its  peculiar  circumstances.  The  late  war  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain  was  declared  at  a  time  when  aU  Europe, 
including  our  enemy,  was  engaged  in  a  war  with  which  ours  had  no 
connection,  and  in  which  we  professed  to  take  no  interest.  The  allies 
of  our  enemy,  engaged  with  him  in  a  common  war,  the  most  tre- 
mendous  and  the  most  vitally  interesting  to  the  parties  that  has  ever 
desolated  the  earth,  were  our  friends.  We  kept  up  witii  them  tiie 
mutual  interchange  of  good  offices,  and  declared  our  determination 
to  stand  aloof  from  that  cause  which  was  common  to  tiiem  and 
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Gireat  Britain.  They,  too,  considered  thb  war  as  entirely  distinct 
from  that  in  which  they  were  engaged.  Although  at  a  most  critical 
period  we  had  attacked  their  ally,  they  did  not  view  it  as  an  act  of 
hostility  to  them.  They  did  not  ascribe  it  to  a  wish  to  affect,  in  any 
manner,  the  wax  in  Europe,  but  solely  to  the  desire  of-  asserting  our 
violated  rights.  They  seemed  almost  to  consider  the  Britain  who 
-was  our  enemy,  as  a  different  nation  from  that  Britain  who  was  their 
aUy. 

How  long  this  extraordinary  state  of  things  might  have  continued 
it  i9  impossible  to  say ;  but  it  certainly  existed  when  The  Commer- 
cen was  captured.  What  its  effect  on  that  capture  ought  to  be, 
must  depend  more  on  principle  than  on  precedent.  It  has  been  said, 
and  truly  said,  by  the  counsel  for  the  captors,  that  we  were  at  war 
-with  Great  Britedn  in  every  part  of  the  world.  We  were 
enemies  everywhere.  Her  troops  in  Spain,  or  elsewhere,  *  as  [  *  399  ] 
-well  as  her  troops  in  America,  were  our  enemies.  It  was  a 
conflict  of  nation  against  nation.  This  is  conceded;  and,  therefore, 
the  cargo  of  The  Commercen,  being  British  property,  was  con* 
demned  as  prize  of  war.  But,  although  this  must  be  conceded, 
the  corollary  which  is  drawn  from  it,  that  those  who  fornish  their 
armies  in  Spain  with  provisions,  aid  them  to  our  prejudice,  and, 
therefore,  take  part  in  the  war,  and  are  guilty  of  xmneutral  conduct, 
must  be  examined  before  it  can  be  admitted.  It  is  not  true  that 
every  species  of  aid  given  to  an  enemy  is  an  act  of  hostility,  which 
will  justify  our  treating  him  who  gives  it,  or  his  vessels,  as  hostile  to  us. 
The  history  of  all  Europe,  and  especially  of  Switzerland,  furnishes 
many  examples  of  the  truth  of  this  proposition.  Those  examples 
need  not  be  quoted  particularly,  because  they  stand  on  principles 
not  entirely  applicable  to  this  case.  It  is  the  peculiarity  of  this  war 
which  requires  the  adoption  of  rules  peculiar  to  a  new  state  of  things, 
in  adopting  which  we  must  examine  the  principle  on  which  a  nation 
is  justified  in  treating  a  neutral  as  an  enemy.  That  a  neutral  is 
friendly  to  our  enemy,  and  continues  to  interchange  good  offices 
with  him,  can  furnish  no  subject  of  complaint ;  for,  then,  all  com- 
merce with  one  belligerent  would  be  deemed  hostile  by  the  other. 
The  effect  of  commerce  is  to  augment  his  resources,  and  enable  him 
the  longer  to  prosecute  the  war ;  but  this  augmentation  is  produced 
by  an  act  entirely  innocent  on  the  part  of  the  neutral,  and  manifest- 
ing no  hostility  to  the  opposing  belligerent.  It  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  molested  by  him  while  the  same  good  offices  •are  [  *  400  ] 
allowed  to  him,  although  he  may  not  be  enabled  to  avail 
himself  of  them  to  an  equal  degree.  It  would  seem,  then,  that  a 
remote  and  consequential  effect  of  an  act  is  not  sufficient  to  give  it 
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a  hostile  character ;  its  tendency  to  aid  the  enemy  in  the  vrsi  miut 
be  direct  and  immediate.  It  is  also  necessary  that  it  Ahonld  be  inju- 
rious to  OB ;  for  a  mere  benefit  to  another,  which  is  not  injariooa  to 
us,  cannot  convert  a  friend  into  an  enemy. 

If  these  principles  be  correct,  and  they  are  believed  to  be  ao,  let 
us  apply  them  to  the  present  case.  When  hoetilitiea  conrnienced 
between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  that  country  was 
carrying  on  a  war  with  France,  in  which  the  great  powers  of  Europe 
were  combined.  We  did  not  expect,  and  certainly  had  no  right  to 
expect,  that  our  declaration  of  war  against  one  of  the  allies  would, 
in  any  manner,  affect  the  operations  of  their  common  war  in  Europe. 
The  armies  of  Portugal  and  Spain  w^re  united  to  those  of  Britain, 
and  unquestionably  aided  and  assisted  our  enemy,  but  they  did  not 
aid  and  assist  him  against  us,  and,  therefore,  did  not  become  our 
enemies.  Had  any  other  of  the  combined  powers  equipped  a  military 
expedition  for  the  purpose  of  reenforcing  the  armies  of  Britain  in  any 
part  of  Europe,  or  had  a  new  ally  engaged  in  the  war,  that  would 
have  been  no  act  of  hostility  against  the  United  States,  although  it 
would  have  aided  our  enemy.  But  if  a  military  expedition  to  the 
United  States  had  been  undertaken,  the  case  would  have  assumed  a 

different  aspect  Such  expedition  would  be  hostile  to  this 
[  *  401  ]  country,  and  the  power  undertaking  it  would  *  become  our 

enemy.  It  would  have  been  an  interference  operating 
directly  to  our  prejudice.  The  declaration  of  war  against  Great 
Britain  had,  without  doubt,  a  remote  and  consequential  effect  on  the 
war  in  Europe.  The  force  employed  against  the  United  States  must 
be  subducted  from  that  employed  in  support  of  the  common  cause 
in  Europe,  or  greater  exertions  must  be  made  which  might  sooner 
exhaust  those  resources  which  enabled  her  to  continue  her  gigantic 
efforts  in  their  common  war.  Consequently,  the  declaration  of  war 
by  the  United  States  remotely  affected  the  war  in  Europe,  to  the 
advantage  of  one  party  €md  the  injury  of  the  other.  Yet  no  one  of 
the  allies  considered  this  declaration  as  taking  part  in  that  wax,  and 
placing  America  in  the  condition  of  an  enemy.  Bui,  had  the  United 
States  employed  their  force  on  the  peninsula  against  the  British 
troops,  or  had  they  interfered  in  the  operations  of  the  common  war, 
it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  they  might  not  have  been  rightfully 
considered  as  taking  part  against  the  allies,  and  arranging  themselves 
on  the  side  of  the  common  enemy. 

In  answer  to  arguments  of  this  tendency,  made  at  the  bar,  it  w^3 
said  that  nations  are  governed  by  politicsd  considerations,  and  may 
choose  rather  to  overlook  conduct  at  which  they  might  justly  take 
offence,  than  unnecessarily  to  increase  the  number  of  their  enemies, 
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OT  provoke  increased  hostility ;  but  that  courts  of  justice  are  bound 
by  the  law,  and  must  inflexibly  adhere  to  its  mandate.  While  this 
is  conceded,  it  is  deemed  equally  true  that  those  acts  which 
-will  justify  the  condemnation  of  a  *  neutral  as  an  enemy,  [  ^402  ] 
-would  also  justify  the  treating  his  nation  as  an  enemy,  if 
they  were  performed  or  defended  by  the  nation.  There  b  a  tacit 
compact  that  the  hostile  act  of  the  individual  shall  not  be  ascribed 
to  his  government ;  and  that,  in  turn,  the  government  will  not  protect 
the  individual  from  being  treated  as  an  enemy.  But  if  the  govern- 
ment adopts  the  act  of  the  individual,  and  supports  it  by  force,  the 
government  itself  may  be  rightfully  treated  as  hostile.  Thus  contra- 
band of  war,  though  belonging  to  a  neutral,  is  condemned  as  the 
property  of  an  enemy,  and  his  government  takes  no  offence  at  it ; 
but  should  his  government  adopt  the  act,  and  insist  upon  the  right 
to  carry  articles  deemed  contraband,  and  support  that  right,  it  would 
famish  just  ground  of  war.  The  belligerent  might  choose  to  over- 
look this  hostile  act,  but  the  act  would  be,  in  its  nature,  hostile.  The 
inquiry,  then,  whether  the  act  in  which  this  individual  Swede  was 
employed,  would,  if  performed  by  his  government,  have  been  consid- 
ered an  act  of  hostility  to  the  United  States,  and  might  rightfully  be 
so  considered,  is  material  to  the  decision  of  the  question,  whether  the 
act  of  the  individual  is  to  be  treated  as  hostile.  Ghreat  Britain  and 
Sweden  were  allies  in  the  war  against  France.  Ck>nsequentiy,  the 
king  of  Sweden  might  have  ordered  his  troops  to  cooperate  with 
those  of  Britain,  in  any  place,  against  the  common  enemy.  He 
might  have  ordered  a  reenforcement  to  the  British  army  on  the  penin- 
sula, and  this  reenforcement  might  have  been  transported  by  sea.  An 
attempt  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  intercept  i^ 
because  it  was  *  aiding  their  enemy,  would  certainly  have  [  *  403  ] 
been  an  interference  in  the  war  in  Europe,  which  would  have 
provoked,  and  would  have  justified,  the  resentment  of  all  the  allied 
powers.  It  would  have  been  an  interference  not  to  be  justified  by 
our  war  with  Britain,  because  those  troops  were  not  to  be  employed 
against  us.  If,  instead  of  a  reenforcenient  of  men,  a  supply  of  pro- 
visions were  to  be  furnished  in  that  part  of  the  allied  army  which 
was  British,  would  that  alter  the  case  ?  Could  an  American  squadron 
intercept  a  convoy  of  provisions,  or  of  military  stores  of  any  descrip- 
tion, going  to  an  axmy  engaged  in  a  war  common  to  Great  Britain 
and  Sweden,  and  not  against  the  United  States  ?  Could  this  be 
done  without  interfering  in  that  ytrsiy  and  taking  part  in  it  against  all 
the  allies  ?  If  it  could  not,  then  any  supplies  furnished  by  the  govern- 
ment of  Sweden  promoting  the  operations  of  their  common  war, 
whether  intended  for  the  British  or  any  other  division  of  the  allied 
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amuea,  had  a  right  to  pasa  unmolested  by  American  GroiseTS.  It  is 
not  believed  that  any  act  which,  if  perfonned  by  the  government, 
would  not  be  deemed  an  act  of  hostility^,  is  to  be  so  deemed  if  per- 
formed by  an  individual.  Had  the  provisions,  then,  on  board  The 
Commercen  been  Swedish  property,  the  result  of  this  reasoning  is 
that  it  would  not  have  been  confiscated  as  prize  of  war.  Being 
British  property,  it  is  confiscable ;  but  the  Swede  is  guiUy  of  no  otha 
offence  than  carrying  enemy's  property,  an  offence  not  enhanced  in 
this  particular  case  by  the  character  of  that  property.  He  is,  there- 
fore, as  much  entitled  to  fireight  as  if  his  cargo  had  been  of 
[  *404  ]  *  a  different  description.  His  trade  was  not  more  illicit  than 
the  carriage  of  enemy's  goods  for  common'  use  would  have 
been. 

If  the  cases  in  which  neutrals  have  been  condemned  for  having  €m 
board  articles,  the  transportation  of  which  clothe  them  with  the  enemy 
character,  be  attentively  considered,  it  is  believed  that  they  will  not 
be  found  to  contravene  the  reasoning  which  has  been  urged.  To 
carry  dispatches  to  the  government  has  been  considered  as  an  act 
of  such  complete  hostility,  as  to  communicate  the  hostile  character 
to  the  vessel  carrying  them.  But  this  dedsion  was  made  in  a  case 
where  the  dispatches  could  only  relate  to  the  war  between  the  govern- 
ment of  the  captors  and  that  to  which  the  dispatches  were  addressed. 
They  were  communications  between  a  colonial  government,  in 
danger  of  being  attacked,  and  the  mother  country.  In  a  subsequent 
case,  it  was  determined  that  a  neutral  vessel  might  bear  dispatches 
to  a  hostile  government  without  assimiing  the  belligerent  character, 
if  they  were  firom  an  ambassador  residing  in  the  neutral  state.  Yet 
such  dispatches  might  contain  intelligence  material  to  the  war.  But 
this  is  a  case  in  which  the  belligerent  right  to  intercept  all  communi- 
cations addressed  to  the  enemy,  by  the  officers  of  that  enemy,  is 
•modified  and  restrained  by  the  neutral  right  to  protect  the  diplomatic 
communications  which  are  necessary  to  the  political  intercoorse 
between  belligerents  and  neutrals.  It  is  a  case  in  which  the  right  of 
the  belligerent  is  narrowed  and  controlled  by  the  positive  rigtuts  of  a 
neutral ;  still  more  reasonably  may  they  be  narrowed  and 
[  *405  ]  *  controlled  by  the  positive  rights  of  a  belligerent  engaged 
in  a  war  in  which  we  have  no  concern,  and  in  which  we 
ought  not  to  interfere.  To  transport  troops,  or  military  persons, 
belonging  to  the  enemy,  from  one  place  to  another,  has,  also,  been 
determined  to  subject  the  vessel  to  condemnation ;  but,  in  those  cases, 
the  service  in  which  it  was  supposed  the  persons  so  conveyed  were 
to  be  employed,  was  against  the  government  of  the  captors.  The 
transportation  of  these  persons  was  to  aid  the  views  of  one  belliger* 
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ent  against  the  other,  and  was,  therefoie,  to  take  part  in  the  war 
against  that  other.  It  is  an  act,  the  operation  of  which  is  direct  and 
immediate. 

It  may  be  said  that  this  reasoning  would  go  to  the  protection  of 
British  Ixoops  passing  to  the  peninsula,  and  of  British  supplies  trans- 
p<»rted  in  British  vessels  for  their  use ;  that  it  therefore  proves  too 
much,  and  must  consequently  be  unsound. 

It  is  admitted  that,  pressed  to  its  extreme  point,  the  argument 
would  go  this  extent,  an  extent  which  cannot  be  maintained ;  but  it 
does  not  follow  that  it  is  unsound  in  every  stage  of  its  progress.  In 
every  case  of  conflicting  rights,  each  must  yield  something  to  the 
other.  The  pretensions  of  neither  party  can  be  carried  to  the  extreme. 
They  meet  —  they  check — they  limit  each  other.  The  precise  line 
which  neither  can  pass,  but  to  which  each  may  advance,  is  not  easily 
to  be  found  and  marked;  yet  such  a  line  must  exist,  whatever  may 
be  the  difficulty  of  discerning  it.  To  attack  an  enemy,  or  to  take  his 
property,  if  either  can  be  done  without  violating  the  sove- 
reignty •  of  a  Mend,  is  of  the  very  essence  of  war.  None  [  *  406  ] 
can  be  offended  at  the  exercise  of  this  right,  who  may  not 
be  offended  at  the  declaration  of  wiur  itself.  The  injury  which  the 
allies  of  our  enemy,  in  a  war  common  to  them,  (but  in  which  we  are 
not  engaged,)  sustain  by  this  occasional  interruption,  is  incidental, 
while,  on  our  part,  it  is  the  exercise  of  a  direct  and  essential  right.  But 
when  we  attack  a  friend  who  is  carrying  on  military  operations  con- 
jointly with  our  enemy,  but  not  against  us,  we  are  not  making  direct 
war,  but  are  using  those  incidental  rights  which  war  gives  us,  against 
those  direct  rights  which  are  exercised  by  a  belligerent  not  our  enemy, 
and  which  constitute  war  itself.  In  either  case  it  would  seem  to  me 
that  the  incidental  must  yield  to  the  direct  and  essential  right. 

Upon  this  view  of  the  subject,  I  have  at  length,  not,  it  is  confessed, 
without  difficulty,  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  The  Commercen, 
being  a  Swedish  vessel,  whose  nation  was  engaged  in  a  war,  common 
to  Great  Britain  and  Sweden,  against  France,  and  to  which  the 
United  States  were  not  a  party,  might  convey  military  stores  for  the 
use  of  the  British  armies  engaged  in  that  war,  as  innocently  as  she 
could  carry  British  property  of  any  other  description,  and  is,  therefore, 
as  much  entitied  to  freight  as  she  would  be  had  the  property  belonged 
to  the  enemy,  but  been  destined  for  ordinary  use. 

Livingston,  J.    I  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  chief  justice.     Con- 
sidering Sweden  an  ally  of  Ghreat  Britain,  in  the  war  which 
the  latter  was  carrying  on  *  in  the  peninsula,  either  the  king  [  *  407  ] 
of  Sweden  himself  might  send  transports  with  provisions  for 
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the  use  of  the  British  army>  while  engaged  in  any  common  enterprise^ 
or  his  subjects  might  lawfully  aid  in  such  transportation,  without  a 
violation  of  their  neutral  character  as  it  regarded  the  United  States* 
If  the  American  government  had  asserted  the  right  of  capturing  and 
condemning  Swedish  vessels,  or  depriving  them  of  their  fireigfat,  on 
the  ground  on  which  it  has  been  denied  to  The  Commercen,  I  am 
not  certain  that  Sweden  would  not  have  thought  it  a  very  serious 
aggression,  and  would  not  have  had  a  right  to  consider  it,  if  pecsisted 
in,  as  an  act  of  hostility. 

Johnson,  J.  I  also  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  chief  justice; 
and  I  do  it  without  the  least  doubt  or  hesitation.  Sweden  was  an 
ally  in  the  wax  going  on  in  the  peninsula,  and  her  subjects  had  an 
indubitable  right  to  transport  provisions  in  aid  of  their  nation,  or  its 
allies.  The  owner,  therefore,  had  a  right  to  his  freight ;  for  he  did 
no  act  inconsistent  with  our  belligerent  rights,  while  in  the  direct  and 
ordinary  exercise  of  those  rights  which  a  state  of  war  conferred  oh 
himself. 

Sentence  of  the  circuit  court  affirmed. 


[  *408  ]     The  George,  The  Bothnea,  and  The  Janstaff. 

1  W.408. 

lW.    C  ^      In  cikseg  of  alleged  joint  or  coUosive  captare,  the  usual  simplidtj  of  the  prise  pcooeedxQgi 
- 1  i '  ^       is  necessarily  departed  from ;  and  where,  in  these  cases,  there  is  the  least  doabt,  other 

evidence  than  that  arising  from  the  captured  yessel,  or  invoked  from  other  prise  causes, 

may  be  resorted  to. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts. 

These  were  British  vessels  captured  and  brought  in  by  the  private 
aimed  vessels  The  Fly  and  The  Washington,  and  libelled  as  priie 
of  war.  In  each  of  them  the  United  States  interposed  a  daim, 
charging  that  the  capture  was  collusive,  and  that  the  whole  property 
ought,  on  that  account,  to  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States.  In  each 
case  the  captors  applied  for  permission  to  make  further  proo£  In 
that  of  The  Greorge,  (s.  c.  2  W.  168,)  it  was  allowed  in  the  district 
court,  and  partially  received;  but  the  application  to  make  still  further 
proof,  and  to  introduce  into  the  record  testimony  already  taken,  was 
rejected  in  the  circuit  court,  and  was  again  ofiered  in  this  court    In 
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the  last  two  cases  fhither  proof  was  refused,  both  in  the  district  and 
drcait  courts.  In  all  the  cases,  the  vessels  and  cargoes  were  con- 
demned to  the  United  States,  and  from  each  of  these  sentences  of 
condemnation  the  captors  appealed  to  this  court. 

•  The  first  case  was  argued  by  Dexter  and  O.  SuUivan^  for  [  *  409  ] 
the  appellants  and  captors,  and  by  the  AUomey^Oeneraliiot 
the  United  States.    The  last  two  by  Winder  and  Harper^  for  the 
appellants  and  captors,  and  by  Dexter  and  Pinckney^  for  the  United 
States. 

Marshall,  C.  X,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  follows :  — 
The  first  question  to  be  discussed  is,  the  propriety  of  allowing 
farther  proof.  It  is  certainly  a  general  rule  in  prize  causes,  that  the 
decision  should-  be  prompt,  and  should  be  made,  unless  some  good 
reason  for  departing  from  it  exist,  on  the  papers  and  testimony 
affcnded  by  the  captured  vessel,  or  which  can  be  invoked  from  the 
papers  of  other  vessels  in  possession  of  the  court.  This  rule  ought 
to  be  held  sacred  in  that  whole  description  of  causes  to  which  the 
reasons  on  which  it  is  founded  are  applicable.  The  usual  contro- 
versy in  prize  causes  is  between  the  captors  and  captured.  If  the 
captured  vessel  be  plainly  an  enemy,  immediate  condemnation  is 
certain  and  proper.  But  the  vessel  and  cargo  may  be  neutral,  and 
may  be  captured  on  suspicion.  This  is  a  grievous  vexation  to  the 
neutral,  which  ought  not  to  be  increased  by  prolonging  his  detention, 
in  the  hope  that  something  may  be  discovered  from  some  other 
source,  which  may  justify  condemnation.  If  his  papers  are  all 
clear,  and  if  the  examinations  in  preparatorio  all  show  his  neutrality, 
he  is,  and  ought  to  be,  immediately  discharged.  In  a  fair  transaction 
this  will  often  be  the  case.  If  any  thing  suspicious  appears  in  the 
papers,  which  involves  the  neutrality  of  the  claimant  in 
•doubt,  he  must  blame  himself  for  the  circumstance,  and  [  •410  ] 
cannot  complain  of  the  delay  which  is  necessary  for  the 
removal  of  those  doubts.  The  whole  proceedings  are  calculated  for 
the  trial  of  the  question  of  prize  or  no  prize,  and  the  standing  inter- 
rogatories on  which  the  preparatory  examinations  are  taken,  are 
framed  for  the  purpose  of  eliciting  the  truth  on  that  question.  They 
are  intended  for  the  controversy  between  the  captors  and  the  cap- 
tured ;  intended  to  draw  forth  every  thing  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  crew  of  the  prize,  but  cannot  be  intended  to  procure  testimony 
respecting  facts  not  within  their  knowledge.  When  the  question  of 
pAze  or  no  prize  is  decided  in  the  affirmative,  the  strong  motives  for 
an  immediate  sentence  lose  somewhat  of  their  force,  and  the  point 
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to  which  the  testimony  in  preparaiorio  is  taken,  is  no  longer  the  ques- 
tion in  controversy.  If  another  question  arises,  for  instance,  as  to 
the  proportions  in  which  the  owners  and  crew  of  the  capturing  ves- 
sel are  entitled,  the  testimony  which  will  decide  this  question  must 
be  searched  for,  not  among  the  papers  of  the  prize  vessel,  or  the 
depositions  of  her  crew,  but  elsewhere,  and  liberty,  must,  therefore, 
be  given  to  adduce  this  testimony.  The  case  of  a  joint  captme  has 
been  mentioned,  and  we  think,  coirectiy,  as  an  analogous  case. 
Where  several  cruisers  claim  a  share  of  the  prize,  extrinsic  testimony 
is  adnutted  to  establish  their  rights.  They  are  not,  and  ought  not  to 
be,  confined  to  the  testimony  which  may  be  extracted  firom  the  crew. 
And  yet  the  standing  interrogatories  are,  in  some  degree,  adapted  to 

this  case.  Each  individual  of  the  crew  is  always  asked 
[  *  411  ]  *  whether,  at  the  time  of  capture,  any  other  vessel  was  in 

sight.  Notwithstanding  this,  the  claimants  to  a  joint  inter- 
est in  the  prize,  are  always  permitted  to  adduce  testimony  drawn 
from  other  sources  to  estoblish  their  claim.  The  case  before  the 
court  is  one  of  much  greater  strength.  The  captors  are  charged 
with  direct  and  positive  fraud,  which  is  to  strip  them  of  rights 
claimed  under  their  commissions.  Even  if  exculpatory  testimony 
could  be  expected  from  the  prize .  crew,  the  interrogatories  are  not 
calculated  to  draw  it  from  them.  Of  course,  it  will  rarely  happen 
that  testimony  taken  for  the  sole  purpose  of  deciding  the  question 
whether  the  captured  vessel  ought  to  be  condemned  or  restored, 
should  furnish  sufficient  lights  for  determining  whether  the  captore 
has  been  band  fide  or  collusive.  If  circumstances  of  doubtful  appear- 
ance occur,  justice  requires  that  an  opp<^tunity  to  explain  those  cir- 
cumstances should  be  given,  and  that  fraud  should  never  be  fixed  on 
an  individual  until  he  has  been  allowed  to  clear  himself  fit>m  Hie 
imputation,  if  in  bis  power. 

Under  these  impressions,  the  case  must  be  a  strong  one,  indeed ; 
the  collusiveness  of  the  capture  must  be  almost  confessed,  before  the 
court  could  think  a  refusal  to  allow  other  proof  than  is  furnished  by 
the  captured  vessel  justifiable.  In  the  cases  before  the  court  there  are 
certainly  many  circumstances  of  great  suspicion,  but  none  which  do 
not  admit  of  explanation. 

In  the  case  of  The  George,  captured  by  the  privateer  Ply,  the  cir- 
cumstances relied  on  to  prove   the  collusiveness  of  the   capture, 

are:  — 
[  '412  ]      •Ist.  The  force  of  The  Hy.    2d.  The  shipping  articles. 

3d.  The  cargo  of  The  Greorge.  4th.  The  number  of  her 
crew.  5th.  The  place,  and  other  circumstances  of  her  capture.  6tiL 
The  sending  the  mariners  on  shore,  instead  of  bringing  them  into  tiie 
United  States. 
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First  The  force  of  The  Fly  may  probably  neither  require  nor 
admit  of  explanation. 

Second.  The  shipping  articles  unquestionably  furnish  ground  of 
suspicion.  But  some  light  may  be  thrown  on  this  point  by  testimony 
showing  whether  it  was,  or  was  not,  common  for  small  cruisers  in 
the  Bay  of  Fundy  to  give  wages  to  the  crew  instead  of  prize  money. 
It  may  be  of  still  more  importance  to  determine  whether  each  of  the 
crew,  like  Oillay,  who  was  examined,  was  to  receive  twenty  dollars 
in  addition  to  his  wages,  for  each  prize. 

Third.  Respecting  the  cargo,  it  is  not  probable  that  further  testi- 
mony can  be  adduced 

Fourth.  Respecting  the  number  of  mariners  on  board  the  captured 
vessel,  the  court  would  require  some  further  information.  On  the 
one  part,  it  is  asserted  that  they  are  insufficient,  and  on  the  other, 
that  they  are  sufficient  for  the  alleged  voyage.  There  is  no  evidence 
-which  can  incline  the  court  the  one  way  or  the  other. 

FIIQl  On  the  place,  and  other  circumstances  of  capture,  further 
information  may  certainly  be  given.  The  Greorge  appears  to  have 
sailed  from  St.  John's,  New  Brunswick,  for  the  Havana,  on  the  8th, 
and  to  have  been  captured  in  Long  Island  harbor,  at  anchor, 
on  the  13th  of  January,  1814.  The  distance  *  between  these  [  *  413  ] 
places  is  said  to  be  five  hours'  sail,  with  a  favorable  wind 
and  tide.  Where  did  she  linger  during  this  interval  ?  Was  she  in 
Etang  harbor  during  any  part  of  the  time  ?  Why  did  she  leave  that 
harbor?  Did  she  expect  a  convoy  ?  Did  a  convoy  sail  about  that 
time  ?  Was- it  usual  for  vessels  to  wait  for  a  convoy  at  the  island 
of  Grrand  Menan  ?  Could  a  vessel  be  descried  from  the  sea  lying 
at  anchor  in  Long  Islsmd  harbor  ?  Satisfactory  answers  to  these 
questions  might  certainly  throw  some  light  on  this  part  of  the  case, 
and  better  enable  the  court  to  form  an  opinion  on  it. 

Sixth.  It  may  not,  perhaps,  be  easy  to  account  for  not  bringing  in 
the  crew.  Yet  it  would  cdntribute,  in  some  degree,  to  the  elucida- 
tion of  the  transaction,  if  the  practice  in  that  part  of  the  country 
could  be  laid  before  the  court.  It  might  also  be  of  some  importance 
to  know  whether  the  sum  of  (100  was  usually  paid  by  government 
for  every  merchant  seaman  brought  into  the  country,  whether  he  was 
a  British  subject  or  the  subject  of  a  neutral  power. 

In  the  cases  of  The  JanstafF  and  The  Bothnea,  there  are  some 
points  to  be  explained,  which  are  common  to  those  cases  with  The 
George,  and  some  which  are  peculiar  to  themselves. 

Of  the  latter  class  are  the  inqtiiries, 

First  Whether  it  frequently  happened  that  unarmed  vessels, 
without  a  convoy,  sailed  from  that  port,  either  for   New  Lon- 
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don,  or  for  any  other  port  of  the  United  States,  or  for  a  foreign 

port? 
[  *  414  ]      *  Second.  What  is  the  character,  and  what  ibe  ooeopa- 

tion,  of  the  two  passengers  who  were  found,  one  on  board 
The  Bothnea,  and  the  other  on  board  The  Janstaff?  Are  tliey 
acquainted  with  the  coasts  in  or  about  Long  Idand  Sound  ?  Are 
they  capable  of  being  supeicargoes  ?    How  came  they  at  Haii&x  ? 

In  both  cases  it  wiU  be  desirable  to  know,  whether  any  previous 
acquaintance  existed  between  the  captors  and  the  owners  of  the 
captured  vessels,  and  whether  the  captors  had  had  any  previous  com- 
munication with  the  places  from  which  the  captured  vessels  sailed. 
In  the  cases  of  The  Janstaff  and  Bothnea,  eJl  the  circumstances 
attending  the  capture  will  be  important  I^  as  is  not  expected,  any 
further  or  better  reason  can  be  given  for  putting  the  whole  orew  on 
shore,  it  may  throw  some  light  on  the  cases.  Each  clise  depends,  in 
some  degree,  on  the  points  which  have  been  su^ested.  They  are 
stated  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  points,  on  which  the  judgment 
of  the  court  may,  in  some  degree,  depend,  are  susceptible  of  explan- 
ation, and,  therefore,  ought  to  be  explained  so  far  as  it  may  be  in  the 
power  of  the  parties  to  explain  them.  It  is  not,  however,  intended 
to  confine  them  to  the  particular  points  which  have  been  stated. 
Full  liberty  is  given  to  both  parties  to  adduce  further  proof  on  every 
point  in  the  case. 

Fmiker  proof  ordered. 

2W.  278;  8  W.  261. 


[  •415  ]    ^      •  The  United  States  v.  Coolidge  et  al. 

1  W.  415. 

/!/  l^  7S'    QtMsre^  whether  the  oonrts  of  the  United  States  have  jurisdiction  of  offences  at  common 
o^.    .V-?  T'  law  against  the  United  States? 

V/A.  U  '^'  '^ 

f  "^r^S^-  This  was  an  indictment  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Mas- 
;  ^  ^  ;  ^  sachusettSf  against  the  defendants,  for  forcibly  rescuing  a  prize,  which 
had  been  captured  and  taken  possession  of  by  two  American  priva- 
teers. The  captured  vessel  was  on  her  way,  under  the  direction  of 
a  prize-master  and  crew,  to  the  port  of  Salem,  for  adjudication.  The 
indictment  laid  the  offence  as  committed  upon  the  high  seas.     The 
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question  made  was,  whether  the  circuit  court  has  jurisdiction  over 
common  law  offences  against  the  United  States?  on  which  the 
judges  of  that  court  were  divided  in  opinion. 

The  Attorney- General  stated,  that  he  had  given  to  this  case  an 
anxious  attention;  as  much  so,  he  hoped,  us  his  public  duty,  under 
-whatever  view  of  it,  rendered  necessary.  That  he  had  also  examined 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  at  February  term,  1813,  in  the 
case  of  the  United  States  v.  Hudson  and  Groodwin.  That  consider- 
ing the  point  as  decided  iii  that  case,  whether  with,  or  without  argu- 
ment, on  the  part  of  those  who  had  preceded  him  as  the 
representative  *of  the  government  in  this  court,  he  desired  [  *416  ] 
respectfully  to  state,  without  saying  more,  that  it  was  not 
his  intention  to  argue  it  now. 

Story,  J.    I  do  not  take  the  question  to  be  settled  by  that  case. 

Johnson,  J.  I  consider  it  to  be  settled  by  the  authority  of  that 
case. 

Washington,  J.  Whenever  counsel  can  be  found  ready  to  argue 
it,  I  shall  divest  myself  of  all  prejudice  arising  from  that  case. 

Livingston,  J.  I  am  disposed  to  hear  an  argument  on  the  point. 
This  case  was  brought  up  for  that  purpose,  but  until  the  question  is 
reargued,  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Hudson  and  Goodwin 
must  be  taken  as  law. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Upon  the  question  now  before  the  court,  a  difference  of  opinion 
has  existed,  and  still  exists,  among  the  members  of  the  court  We 
should,  therefore,  have  been  willing  to  have  heard  the  question  dis- 
cussed upon  solemn  argument  But  the  attorney-general  has  declined 
to  argue  the  cause ;  and  no  counsel  appears  for  the  defendant  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  court  would  not  choose  to  review  their 
former  decision  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Hudson 
and  Goodwin,  7  C.  32,  or  draw  it  into  doubt  They  •  will,  [  •  417  ] 
therefore,  certify  an  opinion  to  the  circuit  court  in  conform- 
ity with  that  decision. 

Certificate  for  the  defendant. 

*7H.283. 

VOL.  III.  52 
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The  St.  Nicholas.    Meyer  et  oL  daimants. 

1  W.  417. 

A  qaestion  of  proprietary  interest. 

Where  enemy's  property  is  frandnlently  blended  in  the  same  chim  with  nentnl  property, 
the  latter  is  liable  to  share  the  fate  of  the  fonner,  and  most  be  ooodemned. 

Appeal  from  the  circait  court  of  Georgia.  This  vessel  and  the 
cargo  were  libeUed  as  prize  of  war.  The  ship  was  claimed  by  John 
E.  Smith,  the  supercargo,  and  in  behalf  of  John  Meyer,  alleged  to 
be  a  Russian  subject,  residing  at  St.  Petersburgh*  The  cargo  con- 
sisted of  logwood  and  cotton,  200  bales  of  which  were  claimed  by 
Smith,  in  behalf  of  Platzmsm  and  Gosler,  also  alleged  to  be  Rusaan 
merchants,  of  St.  Petersburg.  The  remainder  of  the  cargo,  consist- 
ing of  950  bales  of  cotton,  and  58  tons  of  logwood,  were 
[  *418  ]  *  claimed  in  behalf  of  John  Inerarity,  a  Scotchman,  domi- 
ciled at  Pensacola,  and  an  adopted  Spanish  subject  The 
vessel  was  restored  in  the  district  court,  and  the  cargo  condemned, 
except  the  logwood,  which  was  restored.  Both  parties  appealed  to 
the  circuit  court,  and  the  cause  was  then  heard  and  considered ;  but 
that  court,  under  the  influence  of.  personal  considerations,  rendered 
only  a  pro  forma  decree,  affirming  the  sentence  of  the  district  court, 
at  the  same  time  expressing  a  strong  opinion  that  both  vessel  and 
cargo  were  liable  to  condemnation.  The  cause  had  been  continued 
at  the  last  term  of  this  court  for  forther  proof^  but  no  further  proof 
was  produced  at  the  present  term. 

Kep  and  Harper^  for  the  appellants  and  claimants. 

Pinkney  and  Charleton^tox  the  respondents  and  captors. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  foUowB :  — 
This  case  presents  itself  in  this  court  under  a  cloud,  of  circum- 
stances unusually  threatening.  There  is  scarcely  wanting  in  it  one 
of  those  characteristics  by  which  courts  of  admiralty  are  led  to  the 
detection  of  neutral  fraud.  Whether  we  consider  the  persons  who 
conduct  the  voyage,  the  original  character  of  the  vessel,  the  time  and 
circumstances  of  the  transfer,  the  tmde  she  has  since  been  engaged 
in,  the  funds  with  which  that  trade  has  been  transacted,  or  the  man- 
ner in  which  it  has  been  conducted,  we  find  all  the  hopes 
[  *  419  ]  and  wishes  of  the  adventure    centring  *in   the    hostile 
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country.  La  French,  the  master,  is  a  native  Dane,  a  natural- 
ized American  citizen,  a  Russian  subject,  and,  finally,  domiciled 
and  his  family  residing  in  Great  Britain,  but  (as  he  declares  him- 
self) having  no  particular  residence.  Smith,  the  supercargo,  is  a 
native  Englishman,  but  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
He  has  resided  near  30  years  in  Baltimore,  where  the  war  finds  him. 
He  ssdls  for  Lisbon ;  firom  thence  to  Great  Britain ;  and  is  almost 
immediately,  without  showing  any  pretensions  to  such  credit,  em- 
ployed by  an  opulent  house  of  trade  to  take  charge  of  this  adventure, 
xyith  a  latitude  of  discretion  which  could  be  the  result  only  of  long 
acquaintance,  or  very  strong  recommendations.  Such  men  are  the 
proper  instruments  of  beUigerent  or  neutral  fraud ;  they  are  the 
avowed  panders  of  the  mercantile  world ;  their  consciences  are  in 
the  market  Having  no  national  character  or  feeling,  and  but  very 
few  qualms  of  any  other  kind,  their  talents  and  fidelity  to  their 
employers,  like  those  of  the  bravo,  are  sou^t  out  by  the  project- 
ors of  iniquitous  adventure.  And  who  are  Meyer,  and  Platzman, 
and  Gosler  ?  They  are  introduced  in  the  biUs  of  the  day  as  very 
important  personages ;  the  one  was  the  owner  of  the  ship,  the  other 
of  the  cargo ;  but  we  find  them  acting  a  part  conspicuous  only  for 
its  insignificance.  They  cross  the  stage,  and  disappear.  It  is  a 
circumstance  which  scarcely  admits  of  explanation,  that  Meyer  never 
exercised  a  single  act  of  ownership  over  this  vesseL  He  resides  at 
8t  Petersburg,  she  is  lying  at  Cronstadt  He  purchases 
her,  for  aught  we  know,  without  having  ever  seen  •her,  of  [  •  420  ] 
a  person  whom  nobody  knows,  and  whom  nothing  connects 
with  the  vessel ;  is  introduced  by  a  Mr.  Nicholas,  of  Virginia,  to  the 
master,  leaves  him  in  command,  and  from  that  time  to  the  present, 
does  not  give  him  one  order,  nor  writes  a  single  letter  to  him.  If  we 
could  suppose  it  possible,  that  there  was  no  correspondence  between 
them,  from  the  31st  of  July,  1812,  when  the  ship  was  purchased,  to 
the  22d  December,  when  she  was  chartered  to  Platzman  and  Gosler, 
at  least  he  would  have  written  at  that  time,  and  inclosed  the  master 
a  copy  of  the  charter-party,  and  a  letter  of  instructions  to  regulate 
his  conduct  in  the  distant  and  perilous  voyage  on  which  he  was 
about  to  enter.  But  we  find  La  French  without  one  scrap  of  instruc* 
Hon  from  the  supposed  owner,  and,  in  all  things,  yielding  implicit 
obedience  to  the  supposed  agent  of  Platzman  and  Gosler,  whose 
interests  might  very  well  have  been  in  many  things  inconsistent  with 
those  of  the  charterer.  And  what  is  not  less  remarkable,  although 
he  acknowledges  that  he  must  have  been  eighteen  months  or  two 
years  master  of  the  same  ship  prior  to  the  sale  to  Meyer,  we  find 
nothing  about  him  or  the  vessel  by  which  we  can  discover  who 
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the  former  owner  was;  and  when  he  is  asked  who  executed  the 
bill  of  sale  to  Meyer,  his  reply  is,  he  does  not  know ;  thus  leading, 
fairly,  to  a  conclusion,  that  reasons  exist  now,  and  existed  formeilT, 
for  rendering  such  a  correspondence  either  unnecessary  or  unsafe  to 
accompany  the  ship.  As  to  Platzman  and  Grosler,  the  same  obser- 
vation is  strikingly  applicable  to  them.  From  the  moment  they 
launch  their  bark  upon  the  ocean,  she  becomes,  as  to  them, 
[  •  421  ]  •a  perfect  derelict.  Not  one  anxious  inquiry,  not  one  ex- 
pression of  feeling,  is  communicated  by  letter  to  their  agent 
in  London.  Such,  at  least,  we  have  a  right  to  infer  from  the  non-pro- 
duction of  any  such  correspondence  upon  the  order  for  farther  proot 
And,  upon  the  supposition  of  the  fairness  of  this  transaction,  ihe 
existence  of  letters  to  prove  it  fair,  was  unavoidable ;  for  the  letter 
of  the  22d  December,  expressly  calls  for  correspondence  prior  to  that 
date,  and  having  relation  to  this  adventure.  Beside  that,  as  difficul- 
ties thickened  upon  the  adventure  in  Pensacola,  bills  on  bills  wexe 
drawn  upon  the  British  house,  and  letters  on  letters  sent  under  cover 
to  them,  it  would  have  followed  that  communications  would  be  made 
to  the  Russian  house,  and  bills  drawn  for  reimbursement.  But  over 
all  this  there  rests  an  ominous  silence. 

Nor  is  there  any  intrinsic  skill  in  the  machinery  of  this  transaction. 
It  can  neither  claim  the  praise  of  genius  in  its  invention,  nor  of 
skilful  execution  in  the  adaptation  of  its  parts.  The  very  inception  of 
it  is  laid  in  a  bungling  artifice  that  would  not  cheat  a  novice  in  the 
arts  of  commercial  evasion.  It  bears  on  the  face  of  it  the  record 
of  its  own  conviction,  and  confesses  itself  to  be,  what  it  was  intend- 
ed to  be,  nothing  but  a  neutral  cloak.  The  correspondents,  Simpson 
and  Co.,  to  whom  the  letter  of  the  22d  of  December  is  addressed, 
are  expressly  instructed  to  attach  that  letter  to  the  invoice  and  bill 
of  lading,  in  order  to  support  the  Russian  national  character.  This, 
of  itself,  is  conclusive  to  show  that  this  evidence  constituted 
[  •  422  ]  no  part  of  the  mercantile  transaction  •between  the  parties- 
For,  when  was  it  ever  heard  of  that  a  letter,  which  contains 
in  it  the  whole  evidence  upon  which  a  correspondent  purchases, 
advances,  and  negotiates  to  a  great  amount,  is  thus  to  be  thrown  to 
the  winds,  or  returned  to  the  hands  of  him  who  is  interested  in 
suppressing  it  ?  And  every  step  that  we  advance  in  the  progress  of 
this  transaction,  we  find  new  light  breaking  in  upon  us  to  make 
manifest  its  real  characteristics.  The  letter  itself,  in  which  the 
whole  adventure  originates,  bears  on  the  face  of  it  obvious  symp- 
toms of  that  over  anxiety  which  never  fails  to  accompany  a  con- 
science ill  at  ease.  In  a  letter  to  a  man,  to  whom  such  facts  must 
have  been  wholly  indifferent,  it  brings  together  in  one  view,  a  num- 
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ber  of  facts  to  which  the  English  merchants  (at  least)  know  that 
courts  of  admiralty  are  in  the  habit  of  attaching  importance  in 
deciding  on  questions  of  fraud  or  belligerent  rights ;  as,  for  instance, 
to  show  that  the  ship  had  been  previously  engaged  in  neutral  trade, 
they  say,  '^  After  the  discharge  of  a  cargo  of  Russian  produce  at  this 
port"  And  that  it  may  appear  that  this  adventure  had  not  recently 
originated,  they  say,  "  Our  friends,  Messrs.  A.  Glennie,  Son  and  Co., 
with  whom  we  have  some  tinie  corresponded  on  this  subject,"  &c. 
ThisJetter,  which  is  all-important  to  the  decision  of  the  cause,  calls 
forth  some  more  remarks.  It  contains  a  singular  congeries  of  powers, 
instructions,  and  facts.  It  is  the  only  evidence  we  have  that  the  ves- 
sel ever  was  chartered  for  this  voyage.  The  only  article  of  instruc- 
tions to  Meyer  is  to  be  found  here ;  the  only  evidence  of 
the  right  of  A.  Glennie  and  Ca  *to  act  for  Platzman  and  [  *  423  ]  . 
Gosler,  is  contained  in  it.  Nor  is  there  any  thing  else  that 
"would  have  directed  the  house  of  Simpson  and  Co.  in  their  transac- 
tions, had  that  house  been  in  existence  when  the  vessel  arrived  at 
Pensacola.  It  may  well  be  asked,  would  A.  Glennie  and  Co.  have 
been  satisfied  to  pjurt  with  so  important  a  voucher  for  their  transac- 
tions, as  agents  in  this  large  adventure,  had  there  been  any  thing  real 
in  it?  Or  would  so  many  persons  have  been  satisfied  to  stake  their 
fortunes  on  this  itinerant  document,  which  was  to  give  its  light  and 
pass  on,  perhaps  never  to  return  again  ?  But  if  it  did  not  bear  upon 
the  face  of  it  such  palpable  marks  of  its  fictitious  character,  the 
conduct  of  the  several  persons  who  affected  to  be  governed  by  it, 
would  sufficiently  show  that  it  was  a  paper  of  no  authority.  It  is 
to  be  remarked  that  on  some  points  this  letter  of  the  22d  of  Decem- 
ber, in  which  alone  Platzman  and  Gosler  appear  in  a  tangible  form, 
is  explicit  and  positive.  On  others,  it  yields  unbounded  discretion 
to  A.  Glennie  and  Co.  to  instruct  Simpson  and  Co.,  to  whom  it  is 
directed,  in  his  conduct  in  that  agency.  With  regard  to  two  things, 
it  yields  no  discretion.  First,  as  to  the  article  which  is  to  be  pur- 
chased, which  is  expressly  limited  to  cotton.  Secondly,  as  to  the 
homeward  destination  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  which  is  exclusively  to 
Gottenbuigh.  Yet  we  find  that  on  the  22d  of  February,  and  the 
3d  of  March,  1813,  A.  Glennie  and  Co.  give  Smith  instructions 
authorizing  a  deviation  from  the  orders  of  their  principal,  not  only 
as  to  the  articles  of  which  the  cargo  might  consist,  but  as 
to  the  voyage  from  New  Orleans,  •empowering  him  even  [  •  424  ] 
to  charter  the  vessel,  and  limiting  him  in  the  purchase  of 
cotton  to  the  price  of  eight  cents,  when  Platzman  and  Gosler  pre- 
scribe no  limits,  and,  in  fine,  taking  the  power,  both  as  to  vessel  and 
cargo,  out  of  the  hands  of  Simpson  emd  Co.,  to  whom  the  letter  of 
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Platzman  and  Groder  is  directed,  and  placing  the  adyentare  alto- 
gether under  the  control  of  Smith,  a  man  whom  they  appoint,  for 
aught  we  know,  without  any  authority  from  their  principal,  and 
whose  presence  was  altogether  unnecessary,  under  the  supposition 
that  Platzman  and  Grosler  had  really  addressed  themselves  to  Simp- 
son  and  Co.,  to  load  the  vessel  on  their  account  But  this  is  not  all ; 
in  every  step  of  this  transaction,  the  parties  betray  a  consciousness 
of  the  necessity  of  artifice,  and  in  every  attempt  to  resort  to  it,  betray 
more  of  a  disposition,  than  a  talent,  for  fraud  Well  aware  that  it 
is  necessary  to  keep  up  a  coirespondence  with  the  supposed  neutral. 
Smith  resorts  to  a  method  in  which  he  supposes  he  may  covertly 
correspond  with  the  English  house,  while  he  keeps  up  the  appear- 
ance of  c<xresponding  with  the  neutral  claimant.  We  find  a  most 
minute  detail  of  all  his  transactions,  and  the  events  of  the  voyage 
contained  in  a  series  of  letters  directed  to  Platzman  and  Gosler,  but 
uniformly  transmitted  open,  and  under  cover  to  the  persons  really  to 
be  informed  —  the  hostile  house.  This  is  a  shallow  artifice.  The 
belligerent  must  be  fatuous  who  could  be  duped  by  it.  And,  unfor- 
tunately for  the  claimants,  the  letters,  on  the  £ace  of  them,  contain 

evidence  to  prove  for  whom  they  were  really  intended. 
[  *  425  ]  Strike  out  the  names  of  *  Platzman  and  Gosler,  and  insert 

that  of  A.  Glennie  and  Co.,  and  they  will  be  found  to  be 
written  with  a  view  to  satisfy  several  passages  in  his  general  letter 
of  instructions,  of  the  2d  of  February,  from  A«  Glennie  and  Co. 

This  afiected  correspondence  with  Platzman  and  Goder  com- 
mences on  the  24th  of  May,  1813,  and  in  the  letter  of  that  date,  and 
that  of  the  §th  of  June  following,  there  are  very  striking  proofs  of  the 
nature  and  views  of  that  correspondence.  In  the  letter  of  the  25th 
of  December,  1813,  which  may  be  called  the  magna  charta  of  this 
adventure,  it  will  be  recollected  Platzman  and  Grosler  are  made  to 
say,  that  as  they  live  in  so  remote  a  place  as  St.  Petersburg,  Simp- 
son must  receive  his  instructions  about  the  cargo  of  cotton  altogether 
from  A.  Glennie  and  Co. ;  and  in  the  letters  of  the  2d  of  February 
and  5th  of  March,  above  referred  to,  Smith  receives  his  instructions 
altogether  from  A.  Glennie  and  Co.,  and  yet  when  he  writes  to 
Platzman  and  Gosler  on  the  24th  of  May,  and  announces  his  intended 
voyage  to  Liverpool,  (in  express  violation  of  their  orders,)  he  adds: 
^<  There  I  shall  hope  to  receive  your  instructions  about  the  disposal 
of  the  cargo."  This,  to  the  London  house  of  A.  Glennie  and  Ca, 
was  perfectly  intelligible.  It  will  also  be  recollected,  that  in  the 
letters  from  A.  Glennie  and  Co.,  of  the  2d  of  February,  Smith  is 
expressly  instructed  to  communicate  all  necessary  information,  so  as 
to  govern  them  in  making  insurance;  and  yet  in  these  letters  to 
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Plateman  and  Qoder  he  affectedly  observes,  that  he  sends  them  open 
to  A.  Qlennie  and  Co.,   in  order  to  direct  their  conduct 

*  in  case  Platzman  and  Gosler  should  have  instructed  them  [  *426  ] 
to  make  insurance.  .  When  to  all  these  considerations  we 

add,  that  this  adventure,  in  fact,  originates  in  a  hostile  country,  and 
never  appears  to  look  to  any  other  termination,  and  that  the  funds  on 
^which  it  was  projected  were  altogether  English,  we  are  satisfied  that 
the  ship,  and  the  200  bales  of  cotton,  laden  professedly  on  account  of 
Platzman  and  Gosler,  are  not  owned  as  claimed.  With  regard  to 
the  ship  some  additional  reasons  might  be  urged,  but  the  foregoing, 
as  applying  to  that  whole  claim,  we  deem  sufficient. 

With  regard  to  the  claim  of  Inerarity,  the  question  there  rests 
between  positive  swearing  and  irreconcilable  circumstances.  And  it 
is  a  melancholy  truth,  that  forces  itself  upon  the  observation  of  every 
one  who  is  conversant  with  courts  of  admiralty,  that  positive  oaths 
are  too  often  the  most  unsatisfactory  evidence  that  caii  be  resorted 
to.  A  species  of  casuistry  or  moral  sophistry  seems  to  have  acquired 
too  great  an  ascendency  over  the  witnesses*  who  sometimes  appear 
in  those  courts. 

With  regard  to  the  logwood,  nothing  can  be  said  against  it,  except 
that  we  find  it  in  bad  company.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case 
which  can  induce  a  belief  that  it  belonged  to  any  one  but  Inerarity. 
Not  so  with  the  cotton ;  except  in  his  own  oath,  and  in  the  invoice, 
he  is  nowhere  recogni^^ed,  among  the  acting  parties,  as  owner  of 
this  cargo.  The  evidence  of  an  invoice  on  such  a  subject  is  literally 
reduced  to  nothing  in  the  prize  courts;  and  his  own  affidavit  will 
be  considered  in   due  time.     We  will  inquire  into  the 

•  circumstances  which  involve  him  in  suspicion,  and  see  how  [  •  427  ] 
these  circumstances  are  explained. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  on  the  arrival  of  Smith  at  Pensacola,  and  his 
ascertaining  the  impracticability  of  loading  the  ship  on  account  of 
his  owners,  at  the  limited  price,  Inerarity  himself  advised  him,  as  he 
says,  in  his  letter  of  the  24th  of  May,  to  go  to  New  Orleans  for  the 
purpose  of  endeavoring  to  obtain  freight.  From  this  it  is  evident 
that  at  that  time  he  had  no  intention  to  embark  in  a  shipment  of 
cotton.  The  opportunity  of  securing  this  vessel  at  such  a  time 
would,  otherwise,  have  been  eagerly  caught  at.  On  going  to  New 
Orleans,  Smith  falls  in  with  Milne,  who  finally  ships  the  whole  of 
this  parcel  of  cotton  through  Inerarity. 

The  bills  of  lading  and  invoice  are  made  out  to  Inerarity,  but 
Milne  transmits  the  cotton  to  him,  not  generally,  but  expressly  to  be 
laden  on  board  this  ship.  In  all  this  transaction  Milne  is  the  real 
duxfactu    He  procures  the  cargo,  for  which  Smith  pays  him  a  com- 
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miflsion ;  he  traiiBmitB  the  cotton ;  Inerarity  never  appean  bat  aa^tlie 
agent  of  AfUne.  And  when  Smith  speaks  of  the  du[qper,  which  he 
often  does  in  his  letters  to  La  French,  he  speaks  of  him  as  loeiaiitj's 
friend. 

Bat  it  is  contended  that,  by  this  expression,  we  aie  to  nndentand 
Inerarity  himself;  that  he  was  the  neutral  Spaniazd  vpoksn.  of  as  the 
shipper  in  Smith's  letters  to  Platzman  and  Groaler,  and  as  no  other 
shii^^er  appears  in  the  case  but  Inerarity's  Mend,  and  Lieraiity  him- 
self, they  mnst  mean  the  same  person.  This  idea  is  ingeni- 
[  *428  ]  oosly  tiJcen  np  from  an  expression  *in  Smith's  answer  of 
the  12th  October,  to  Inerarity's  letter  of  the  6th,  rehtiTe  to 
the  damage  done  to  the  cotton  by  water.  In  whidi  letter  Smith 
says :  ^  As  a  shipper  on  board  the  St  Nicholas,  my  wish  is  to  give 
yon  every  satisfiActLon,"  &c  And  in  several  of  the  letters  to  Ptatz- 
man  and  Goder,  he  speaks  of  the  shipper  as  a  Spaniard  and  neutiaL 
Bnt  as  it  was  evidently  a  part  of  the  original  arrangement,  that  this 
cotton  should  be  shipped  in  the  name  of  Inerarity,  who  was  a  neutral 
Spaniard,  tiie  expressions,  in  both  those  letters,  are  satisfied  by  this 
consideration.  And  if  we  then  take  IVGlne,  as  Inerarity  styles  him, 
in  the  letter  of  October  tiie  6th,  ^  his  Mend  "  at  New  Orleans,  every 
thing  beocHnes  intelligible.  Inerarity  is  the  neutral  Spaniaid  in 
whose  name  the  cotton  is  shipped,  and  Ifilne  his  Mend  at  New 
Orleans,  with  whom  Smith  makes  his  agreement  about  taking  the 
cotton.  It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  the  letter  of  Inerarity  of  the  6th  of 
October,  and  Smith's  answer,  and  the  letters  of  Smith  to  Platzman 
and  Grosler,  were  intended  to  see  tiie  light  The  two  former  as  tiie 
inception  of,  or  the  ground  of  defence  to,  a  legal  investigation ;  the 
latter,  if  nclcessaiy,  to  prove  a  legal  character.  It  was  necessary, 
therefore,  for  all  the  characters  to  assume  their  respective  disguises. 
No  one  can  believe,  that  when  Smith  was  at  New  Orleans  urging 
the  shipment  of  the  cai^,  every  day  making  some  new  arrangement 
with  the  shipper,  and  writing  to  La  French,  in  consequence  of  those 
agreements,  to  receive  certain  quantities  of  cotton  from  Inerarity, 

then  at  Pensacola,  that  he  could  have  confounded  Inerarity 
[  *429  ]  and  his  Mend  so  very  often  *as  he  does,  at  tiie  same 

moment  when  he  is  distinguishing  them,  not  only  in  words, 
but  in  acts.  Another  circumstance,  attaching  no  small  suspicion  to 
this  claim,  is  the  connection  which  the  evidence  makes  out  between 
the  shipment  by  Milne  and  one  Ralston,  who  i^ipeais  on  the  stage 
about  the  time  when  the  vessel  first  sailed.  We  do  not  mean  here 
to  attach  any  importance  to  the  evidence  of  Dayton.  It  was  utterly 
disregarded  in  the  court  below,  and  meets  with  the  same  fate  here. 
We  do  not  consider  it  at  all  necessary  to  the  case.    But  that  Ralston 
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i^ms  the  person  for  whom  Smith  requests  La  French  to  provide  as  a 
passenger,  and  an  only  passenger,  is  proved  by  the  fact  of  his  being 
the  only  passenger  on  board  when  the  vessel  sailed.  This  person, 
Smith  says,  was  to  have  charge  of  the  invoices ;  and  this  person 
must  be  presumed  to  have  been  an  American,  as  we  find  him  at 
large  in  the  country  in  a  time  of  war.  Whether  American  or 
Englishman,  is  immaterial  to  the  decision  of  this  court  Smith 
swears,  indeed,  that  he  had  no  connection  with  the  cargo ;  but  Smith 
himself  furnishes  the  evidence  in  his  letter,  and  testimony  to  prove 
the  contrary.  Upon  the  whole,  when  the  above  considerations  are 
taken  in  conjunction  with  this,  that  it  is  hardly  possible  to  assign  a 
reason  why  Inerarity  should  not  have  appeared  openly  in  purchasing 
and  transmitting  this  cargo  at  New  Orleans,  they  cannot  but  so  load 
his  claim  with  suspicion,  as  to  make  it  a  case  for  condemnationi 
unless  he  can  furnish  some  satisfactory  explanation  on  the  sub- 
ject. 

*But  what  is  the  explanation?  This  leads  us  to  the  [  *430  ] 
consideration  of  the  affidavits.  And  here  it  is,  with  extreme 
regret^  that  we  are  called  upon  to  declare,  that  we  can  attach  no 
credence  to  them.  Inerarity  has  forfeited  his  claim  to  the  respect  of 
this  court  by  taking  an  oath  to  a  fact  which  might,  indeed,  by  possi- 
bility, have  been  true,  but  which  he  could  not  have  known  to  be  true. 
He  has  sworn  that  this  parcel  of  cotton,  so  clearly  proved  to  have 
been  purchased  at  New  Orleans,  was  of  Spanish  origin.  This  is  a 
part  of  the  machinery,  an  authenticating  document,  and  its  foulness 
communicates  a  taint  to  the  residue.  But  his  test  affidavit  bears, 
upon  the  face  of  it,  another  proof  that  he  is  an  incautious  swearer. 
For  he  testifies,  with  the  same  confidence  that  he  does  of  his  own 
claim,  that  the  two  hundred  bales  shipped  for  Platzman  and  Gosler 
were  their  absolute  property.  The  testimony  of  some  other  vntnesses 
is  offered  in  evidence,  all  subject  to  the  same  objection  that  they 
swear  with  similar  confidence  to  a  fact  that  they  can  know  nothing 
of  positively.  These  affidavits,  together  with  several  tending  to 
discredit  the  testimony  of  Dayton,  and  one  from  Mr.  Jenner,  of  the 
house  of  Eason,  Jenner,  and  Co.,  constitute  all  the  evidence  brought 
in  upon  the  order  for  further  proof.  The  affidavit  of  Jenner  goes  to 
negative  the  interest  in  the  house  of  Eason,  Jenner^  and  Co.  It  also 
goes  to  prove  that  his  house  believed  Inerarity  to  be  the  sole  pro- 
prietor of  this  shipment.  But  what  are  we  to  think  of  the  discretion 
of  this  witness  also,  who  undertakes  to  swear,  in  terms  the  most 
positive,  that  A.  Glennie  and  Co.  had  no  interest  in  this 
•shipment?  The  case,  indeed,  furnishes  no  reason  to  [*431] 
believe  they  had;  but  on  what  ground  can  this  witness 
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undertake  to  deny  positively  a  feet  which,  with  him,  coold  only  lesi 
on  belief  ?  In  none  of  these  affidavits  is  there  any  thing  to  negative 
the  probable  American  interest  which  the  evidence  makes  ont.  And 
oan  there  be  a  pretext  f<Hr  contending  that  Inerarity  conld  resort  to  no 
other  evidence  to  satisfy  this  conrt  of  the  fairness  of  his  daim? 
Where  is  his  correspondence  with  Milne  ?  What  was  to  have  pre- 
vented him  from  shovdng  how  he  bought  and  paid  for  this  cotton? 
His  accounts  cunent  with  his  agents  or  feu^rs  might  have  thrown 
great  light  upon  this  transaction.  He  has  had  ample  time  to  do  this, 
and  the  practice  of  the  court,  not  less  than  onr  strong  conviction  ibat 
he  never  can  vindicate  his  claim,  must  now  oUige  us  to  shut  the 
door  upon  him. 

The  logwood  must  share  the  fate  of  the  cotton,  blended  in  the 
9ame  claim.  This  we  consider  as  the  positive  law  of  the  admi- 
salty,  and  although  highly  penal,  is  not  without  its  beneficial 
effects  in  deteiring  neutrals  from  attempting  frauds  upon  belligerent 

rights. 
[  *  432  ]      *  Sentence,  as  to  the  ship,  reversed ;  affirmed  as  to  tiie 

cargo,  except  the  logwood,  which  was  condemned. 

3  W.  236 ;  5  W.  127 ;  8  P.  495. 


RussEL  et  ah  v.  Tnp  Trustees  op  the  Transylvania  University. 

I  W.  432. 

A  question  under  a  bill  in  diancery,  to  obtain  from  the  defendants  a  conveyance  of  a  tract 
of  land,  in  Kentucky,  held  by  them  as  the  property  of  the  original  grantee,  confiscated  to 
the  State,  and  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  under  an  equity  arising  from  a  sale  made  by  the 
original  grantee  of  another  tract  of  land,  to  which  it  was  alleged  he  erroneously  supposed 
himself  legally  entitled  under  the  same  warrant  and  survey.  -  Bill  dismissed. 

Appeal  £rom  the  drcoit  conrt  for  the  district  of  Kentucky. 

[  *433  ]  *  Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  fol- 
lows :-— 
The  object  of  this  bill  is  to  obtain  a  conveyance  from  the  defend- 
ants,  of  a  tract  of  land  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  granted  to  one 
Alexander  INTKee,  through  whom  both  parties  daim.  The  survey 
was  made  under  a  warrant  from  Lord  Dunmoie,  then  governor  of 
Virginia,  issued  the  2d  of  April,  1774.    The  complainants  daim 
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under  a  chain  of  title  regnlaxly  deduced  from  IVFKee ;  the  defendantB^ 
under  an  act  of  the  legialatnie,  vesting  M'Kee's  lands  in  them  as 
confiscated  property.  Bnt  it  appears,  and  is  explicitly  acknowledged 
in  the  bill,  that  the  conveyance  from  M'Kee  describes,  by  metes  and 
bounds,  a  tract  of  land  wholly  different  from  that  which  the  trustees 
hold.  This  court  feels  no  difficulty  in  conceding,  that  whatever 
equity  the  complainants  have  a  right  to  claim  against  M'Kee,  this 
court  is  bound  to  decree  against  the  trustees ;  for  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature could  only  have  been  intended  to  operate  upon  the  interest  of 
M'Kee,  and  not  to  defeat  the  rights  of  those  who  held,  or  might  claim 
the  land  to  the  prejudice  of  M'Kee  himself. 

The  equity  set  up  by  the  complainants  depends  upon  the  following 
allegations :  that  the  warrant  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  one  Doug- 
lass, a  surveyor.  That  under  that  warrant,  together  with  a  number 
of  others  then  in  his  hands,  he  surveyed  what,  in  that  country,  is 
called  a  block  of  surveys,  (by  which  we  understand  a  number  of  con- 
nected and  dependent  surveys,  each  containing  the  same  quantity 
of  land.)  That  in  this  block  of  surveys  were  contained 
both  *  that  which  was  conveyed  to  the  claimants,  and  that  [  *434  ] 
which  the  defendants  hold,  each  of  2,000  acres.  The  bill 
then  proceeds  in  the  following  words :  "  That  the  said  M'Kee,  who 
resided  at  a  great  distance  from  the  land  in  question,  was  furnished 
with  a  boundary  of  a  2,000  acre  survey,  agreeably  to  that  which  is 
contained  in  his  aforesaid  deed  as  the  boundary  of  his  2,000  acre 
survey."  "  And,  afterwards,  without  his  knowledge,  the  surveyor 
substituted  the  2,000  acres  which  is  described  in  the  survey,  for  tibat 
which  was  originally  intended  for  him."  But  they  aver,  <^  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  said  deed,  that  by  it  should  pass 
the  2,000  acre  survey,  by  whatever  boundary  described,  to  which  the 
said  AFKee  was  entitled  under  the  vt^airant  granted  to  him  as  afore^ 
said."  By  the  land  laws  of  Virginia,  the  return  of  the  surveyor  into 
the  office  is  the  only  legal  identification  of  the  land  on  which  the 
right  of  the  individual  attaches.  So  that  the  warrant  of  Lord  Dun- 
more  being  a  general,  not  a  specific  warrant,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  M'Kee  never  acquired  any  right,  legal  or  equitable,  in  the  land 
described  in  his  conveyance.  It  is  also  admitted,  that  the  lands  of 
which  the  defendants  are  seised,  was  M'Kee's  land,  and  derived  to 
him  through  a  warrant  of  Lord  Dunmore,  and  a^  survey  made'  by 
Douglass ;  so  that  if  the  other  material  allegations  of  the  bill  were 
supported  by  evidence,  it  is  possible  that  this  court  might  be  induced 
to  think  the  complainant's  case  a  good  one. 

As  to  the  fact  that  the  description  by  which  M'Kee  sold 
to  the  complainants,  was  the  first  communicated  *  to  him,  ]  *  435  ] 
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this  comt  can  attach  to  it  no  importance;  for,  independentiy  of 
its  being  unsupported  by  proof,  it  is  not  alleged  by  whom  ike 
communication  was  made.  Nor,  if  it  had  been  made  by  the  sur- 
veyor, is  it  shown  to  us  that  it  would  have  bound  him  in  making  his 
return ;  or,  if  obligatory  upon  him,  that  it  would  have  affiscted  the 
rights  of  a  third  person  claiming  under  the  return  actually  made  into 
the  office.    * 

As,  then,  it  is  admitted  that  the  description  in  M'Kee's  conveyance 
designates  a  tract  wholly  different  firom  that  held  by  the  defendants, 
the  whole  equity  of  the  complainants  must  depend  upon  the  alleged 
intention  of  the  parties,  M'Kee  and  Ross,  at  the  time  when  the  fw- 
mer  conveyed  to  the  latter. 

And  here  we  find  the  case  wholly  unsupported  by  proof.  It  is 
only  in  the  conveyance  itself,  in  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  or  the 
extrinsic  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  we  can  look  for  proof  of  such 
intention.  A  conveyance  of  all  ftPKee^s  lands,  surveyed  under  a 
warrant,  specifically  described,  might  have  placed  the  complainants 
on  a  different  ground.  But  the  deed  does  not  specify  tiie  date  of  the 
warrant,  the  number  of  acres,  nor  the  person  to*  whoQi  it  issued. 
The  words  are,  (after  describing  the  metes  and  bounds,)  ^  surveyed 
by  virtue  of  a  warrant  firom  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  John,  Bail 
of  Dunmore,  under  the  king's  proclamation  of  1768."  Now,  non 
constat^  but  that  the  warrant  here  referred  to  may  have  passed 
through  a  long  course  of  conveyances  down  to  M'Kee.  Nor  does 
the  deed  state  that  the  land  was  surveyed  for  M'Kee,  and  so 
[  •436  ]  far  may  have  •been  perfectly  consistent  with  the  survey 
returned  in  favor  of  another  person.  The  deed  itself,  then, 
furnishes  no  evidence  of  intention,  and  the  answer  does  not  admit  it 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  deed,  taken  in  connection  with  one  of  the 
certified  facts,  '<  that  but  one  of  Lord  Dunmore's  warrants  ever  issued 
to  M'Kee;  that  but  one  survey  of  2,000  acres  was  ever  returned  in 
his  name  under  that  warmnt ;  and  that  this  was  the  only  survey  of  2,000 
acres  to  be  found  in  the  office,  in  M'Kee's  name,  under  any  warrant," 
shows  that  he  must  have  intended  to  convey  that  surveyed  for  him, 
and  no  other.  But  the  majority  of  the  court  think  otherwise.  Had 
the  deed  described  the  land  conveyed,  as  a  tract  of  2,000  acres  sor* 
veyed  for  M'Kee  himself,  there  might  have  been  some  ground  for  this 
argoment  But  *the  deed  is  not  so  expressed ;  and,  for  aught  we 
know,  M'Kee  may  have  been  proprietor  of  many  grants  surveyed 
under  Duiimore's  warrants,  in  the  name  of  others,  and  conveyed  to 
him.  Such  an  intention  ought  not  to  be  inferred  firom  slight  circum* 
stances,  nor  precipitately  acted  upon.  Where  A  conveys  to  B,  by 
metes  and  bounds,  the  circumstances  ought  to  be  very  strong  to  prove 
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that  he  meant  to  convey  any  other  lands  than  those  specifically  de» 
scribed,  before  this  court  would  be  induced  to  set  aside  one  deed,  and 
decree  the  execution  of  another.  If  the  vendee  may  set  up  such  a 
ground  of  equity,  the  vendor  may  do  the  same ;  and  the  intrinsia 
difficulties  which  such  investigations  would  present,  would  make  it 
generally  better  to  leave  the  parties  to  their  remedy  at  law. 

*  If  a  person,  supposing  himself  possessed  of  a  specific  tract  [  *  437  ] 
of  land,  in  a  certain  neighborhood,  should  contract  for  the 

sale  of  that  land  to  another,  it  does  by  no  means  follow  that  he  would 
have  sold  him  any  other  tract,  in  the  same  vicinity,  to  which,  without 
his  knowledge,  he  was  then  entitled,  much  less  that  he  would  have 
sold  it  for  the  same  price.  It  is  a  consideration  of  no  little  import- 
ance in  this  case  that  the  bill  expressly  alleges  IVFKee's  ignorance  of 
the  actual  return  of  the  surveyor.  And  on  what  ground  are  we  to 
presume  that  if  he  had  known  it  he  would  have  sold  the  tract  which  it 
covered  at  all,  or  sold  it  at  the  price  expressed  in  the  deed  to  Boss  ? 
Its  value  might  have  been  treble  that  of  the  other,  and  there  is  reason 
to  think  that  this  court  would  have  been  induced,  under  very  strong 
ciicumstances  only,  to  decree  in  favor  of  those  complainants  against 
MKee  himselfL  The  sale  of  a  warrant  or  of  any  survey  that  may  be 
made  under  a  warrant,  would  be  in  the  nature  of  a  wager  or  specula^ 
tion,  and  might  be  sustained.  But  where  an  individual,  supposing  his 
warrant  located  on  black  acre,  when  it  is,  in  fact,  located  on  white  acre, 
conveys  the  former  by  metes  and  bounds,  it  must  be  a  strong  case  that 
will  sanction  a  court  in  setting  aside  the  conveyance  of  the  one,  and 
decreeing  that  of  the  other.  It  is  in  vain  to  say,  in  this  case,  that  the 
defendants  are  bound  to  show  that  AFKee  ever  had,  in  fact,  an  interest 
in  any  survey  of  2,000  acres  beside  the  one  in  litigation.  The  answer 
puts  the  complainants  on  their  proof,  and  it  is  from  them  that  the  evi« 
dence  is  to  proceed  upon  which  our  decision  is  to  be  founded. 

*  Besides,  how  are  the  defendants  to  be  conusant  of  a  fact  [  *  438  ] 
like  this  f    Their  privity  forces  upon  them  no  knowledge 

but  what  has  relation  to  this  single  tract  of  land ;  and  even  as  to  that, 
coming  in  as  they  do  under  an  act  of  confiscation,  there  can  be  no 
reason  for  requiring  of  them  evidence  to  such  a  fact  A  necessary, 
miavoidable  implication  or  inference  from  the  evidence  adduced  by 
the  complainants  is  the  only  possible  ground  upon  which  such  a  ne» 
cessity  could  be  contended  for,  and  even  this,  in  our  opinion,  does  not 
exist 

In  this  case  the  court  explicitly  avows  that  it  has  been  not  a  little 
disposed  to  look  unfavorably  on  a  claim  of  such  great  antiquity. 
Nearly  forty  years  have  elapsed  since  IVTEee  conveyed  this  land  to 
VOL.  III.  63 
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Bobs.  Almost  every  party  and  every  -witness  mnst  now  be  no  more ; 
and  to  undertake  at  this  late  day  to  inquire  into  the  intentions  of  par- 
ties in  a  transaction  so  very  remote  in  lime,  might  be  attended  with 
difficnlties  and  evils  which  cannot  now  be  foreseen. 

Decree  affirmed. 


[  *439  ]  *  The  Elsineub.   Jones,  Claimant 

1  W.439. 

C  0 .  C^^    Where  an  inspection  and  comparison  of  original  docoments  is  material  to  the  decision  of  a 
|«ize  cause,  this  court  will  order  the  original  papers  to  be  sent  up  from  the  oonit  belov. 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  conrt  for  the  district  of  G^rgia. 

In  this  case,  which  was  principally  a  question  of  fietct,  Pikkney  and 
Charletony  for  the  claimant,  stated,  that  the  condemnation  in  the 
court  below  was  partly  grounded  on  a  comparison  of  certain  docn- 
ments  in  this  case,  with  a  paper  invoked  from  The  Stackelbnrg,  another 
prize  cause  brought  from  the  same  court ;  that  comparison  of  hands 
can  never  be  evidence  in  a  court  that  has  not  the  two  writings  before 
it ;  and  that  the  original  papers  might  be  brought  up  from  the  court 
below,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  record  is  removed  upon  a  writ  of 
error  in  England. 

The  following  order  was  made  by  the  court :  — 

In  this  case  it  is  ordered  that  the  claimant  make  further  proof 

respecting  the  letter  dated  at  St.  Barts,  September  1st,  1813,  and 

signed  Jasper  D.  Blagge,  which  is  now  offered  to  the  court;  that  he 

show  where  he  received  it,  and  why  it  has  been  so  long  suppressed. 

It  is  frurther  ordered,  that  tiie  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  for  the 

[  *  440  ]  district  of  Greorgia,  do,  under  *  the  direction  of  the  judges 

of  that  court,  transmit,  by  some  safe  convejrance,  to  this 

court,  the  original  papers  following,  to  wit,  the  Swedish  registers  of 

The  Elsineur,  of  The  Allemon,  and  The  Stackelburg ;  the  burgher's 

brief  to  Peter  Hofstrom  and  to  Runnels,  and  the  bill  of  sale  to  Blagge. 

The  claimant  is  also  required  to* state  the  persons  to  whom  the 

vessel  and  cargo  were  consigned  at  Bath,  in  the  voyages  to  that 

place,  together  with  a  detailed  account  of  those  voyages. 
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The  Hibam.    Comthwait  et  aL  Claimants. 

1  W.  440, 

An  agreement  in  a  court  of  common  law,  chancery,  or  prize,  made  under  a  dear  mistake, <^  ^  '^^ /  , 
will  be  set  aside.  /^Z-    ^  '   / 

Navigating  under  a  license  from  the  enemy  is  cause  of  confiscation,  and  is  closely  connected 
in  principle  with  the  offence  of  trading  with  the  enemy ;  in  both  cases,  the  knowledge  of 
the  agent  wUl  affect  the  principal,  although  he  may,  in  reality,  be  ignorant  of  the  fact. 

Appeal  £rom  the  ciicuit  court  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts. 
This  was  a  vessel  laden  with  flour,  and  bound  £rom  Baltimore  to  Lis- 
bon, captured,  and  finally  condemned  by  this  court  at  February  term, 
1814,  for  sailing  under  a  license  from  the  enemy.  The  present  case 
was  that  of  the  claimants  of  a  greater  part  of  the  cargo.  The 
ship  was  owned  *and  the  license  procured  by  Samuel  G.  [  *441  ] 
Griffith,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  Separate  bills  of 
lading  were  at  first  signed  by  the  master,  one  for  each  shipper,  and 
separate  letters  of  instruction  were  given  to  Patterson  Hartshome,  the 
supercargo.  But,  in  the  expectation,  as  was  alleged,  that  in  case  of 
detention  the  delay  and  expense  would  be  less  considerable  if  the 
cargo  appeared  to  be  the  property  of  one  individual,  than  if  there 
should  be  several  small  claims,  one  general  bill  of  lading  was  signed 
to  the  owner  of  the  ship,  and  one  general  letter  of  instruction  was 
given  in  his  name  to  the  supercargo,  so  as  to  make  the  whole  cargo 
appear  to  be  owned  by  Mr.  Ghiffith,  the  owner  of  the  ship,  and  of 
a  small,  part  of  the  cargo.  At  the  May  term,  1814,  of  the  circuit  court, 
the  property  of  the  claimants  was  condemned  by  that  court,  upon  the 
ground  that  their  counsel  had,  at  the  preceding  term,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  captors  that  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court,  as 
to  Griffith's  claim,  should  conclude  the  rest.  Of  this  agreement  the 
circuit  judge  had  made  a  memorandum  in  his  minute  book,  but  it 
was  not  entered  on  the  records  of  the  court  until  the  May  term,  at 
which  condemnation  was  pronounced,  when  it  was  admitted  by  the 
claimants'  counsel  to  have  been  made,  and  was  recorded.  From 
this  last  sentence  of  condemnation,  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court 

Pinknepj  for  the  appellants  and  claimants. 

Dexter  J  contra. 

•  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court    [  *  444  ] 
When  the  claimants,  in  this  case,  applied  to  the  circuit 
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court  to  be  let  in  to  further  proof,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  their 
ignorance  of  the  fact  that  The  Hiram  sailed  under  the  protection  of 
a  British  license,  the  judge  of  that  court  considered  the  agreement 
of  the  parties  that  these  causes  should  depend  on  the  fate  of  Grif- 
fith's  claim,  under  which  agreement  the  sentence,  that  would  other- 
wise have  been  pronounced  against  them,  was  suspended  until  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  on  that  claim  should  be  made,  aa 
having  the  same  validity  as  if  that  agreement  had  been  entered,  at 
the  time,  on  the  records  of  the  court  In  that  opinion,  there  having 
been  no  doubt  respecting  the  fact,  this  court  concurs.  But  this  court 
is  also  of  opinion,  that  if  the  agreement  was  made  under  a  clear 
mistake,  the  claimants  ou^t  to  be  relieved  from  it,  where  it  could 
be  done  without  injury  to  the  opposite  party.  K  a  judg* 
[  *445  ]  ment  be  confessed  ^under  a  dear  mistake,  a  court  of  law 
will  set  that  judgment  aside,  if  application  be  made,  and 
the  mistake  shown  while  the  judgment  is  in  its  power.  An  agree- 
ment, made  a  rule  of  court,  to  confess  a  judgment,  cannot  be 
stronger  than  a  confession  itself;  and,  of  course,  a  party  will  not 
be  compelled  to  execute  such  an  agreement,  but  will  be  allowed  to 
show  cause  against  the  rule  in  a  case  where  it  was  {dainly  entered 
into  under  a  mistake.  K  the  judgment  be  no  longer  in  the  power  of 
a  court  of  law,  relief  may  be  obtained  in  chancery.  Still  more  cer- 
tainly will  an  agreement,  entered  into  in  a  suit  originally  depending 
in  a  court  of  chancery,  be  relaxed,  or  set  aside,  if  it  be  {nroved  to  the 
court  to  have  been  entered  into  under  a  mistake.  The  case  cited 
from  Peere  Williams,  Buck  v.  Fawcett,  3  P.  WilL  242,  is  directly  in 
point 

These  principles  are  of  universal  justice,  and  of  universal  obliga- 
tion. They  cannot  apply  with  less  force  to  causes  depending  in 
prize  courts  than  to  causes  depending  in  other  courts.  The  propriety, 
then,  of  rejecting  frirther  proof  in  this  case,  and  of  condemning  the 
property  daimed  by  the  appelltrnts,  will  depend  on  the  deamesa 
wilJi  which  they  show  the  mistake  under  which  the  agreement  was 
made,  and  on  their  ability  to  support  their  case  if  that  agreement  be 
set  aside.  If  a  real  substantial  difference  exists  between  the  case  of 
the  present  claimants,  and  that  formerly  decided  by  this  court,  there 
wiU  not  be  much  difficulty  in  yielding  to  the  suggestion,  supported, 
as  it  is,  by  the  proof  now  offered,  that  this  agreement  was  made 
without  knowledge  of  that  difference,  and,  consequently, 
[  •  446  ]  by  mistake.  •  But  the  question  then  occurs,  whether  resti- 
tution ought  to  be  decreed  to  them,  if  the  obligation  of  tlie 
agreement  be  removed. 

The  claimants  allege  that,  in  point  of  fact,  they  did  not  know  that 
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The  Hiram  sailed  nnder  a  British  license,  and  the  proof  they  offer  goes 
far  in  supporting  this  allegation.  It  is  admitted  that  ignorance  of 
this  &ct  will  save  from  the  forfeiture  incurred  by  it,  unless  the  claim- 
ants have  such  constructive  notice  as  mil  preclude  them  from 
showing  the  want  of  actual  notice.  It  has  been  argued  that  the 
transaction  rendered  Griffith  the  agent  of  the  other  shippers,  so  as 
to  infect  their  claims  with  his  knowledge ;  that  by  consenting  that 
their  property  should  ber  shipped  in  his  name,  it  becomes  liable  to  ell 
the  risks  to  which  it  would  have  been  exposed  had  it  been  actually 
his.  It  has  been  also  argued  that  the  supercargo  is  clearly  the  agent 
of  the  shippers,  and  that  his  knowledge  of  the  license  being  on  board 
is,  constructively,  their  knowledge.  The  counsel  for  the  claimants 
endeavors  to  rescue  his  clients  from  the  effect  of  this  constructive 
notice,  by  contending  that  the  principle  of  respondeat  superior  can 
never  apply  to  a  case  of  a  criminal  nature;  that  a  license  works  a 
forfeiture,  because  it  is  a  breach  of  allegiance  —  an  offence  which 
cannot  be  imputed  to  a  person  having  no  knowledge  of  the  criminal 
act  which  constitutes  the  breach  of  allegiance ;  and  that  this  prin- 
ciple has,  in  prize  courts,  been  applied  to  cases  punishable  under  the 
law  of  nations ;  not  to  ofiences  against  the  government  of  the  captor 
and  captured. 

•  The  court  considers  the  sailing  under  an  enemy*s  license,  [  •  447  J- 
as  closely  connected,  in  principle,  with  the  oflfence  of  trading 
with  the  enemy ;  in  which  case  it  is  believed  to  be  incontrovertible, 
that  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  would  affect  the  principal,  although 
he  might,  in  reality,  be  ignorant  of  the  fact.  Upon  this  ground,  the 
sentence  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Sentence  affirmed. 

2  W.  143. 


Ammidon  v.  Smith  et  oL 

1  W.  447. 

Under  the  laws  of  Rhode  Island,  a  discharge,  according  to  the  act  for  the  relief  of  poor^/^ 
prisoners  for  debt,  although  obtained  by  fraud  and  peijniy,  is  a  lawful  discharge,  and  not 
an  escape;  and,  upon  su(^  a  dischai^ge,  no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  a  bond  for  the 
libertj  of  the  prison  yard. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant,  in   the  circuit  court  of  *  Rhode  [  •  448  ] 
Island,  on  a  bond,  dated  the  31st  day  of  August,  1810, 

53* 
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with  a  condition  that  if  Simon  Smith,  a  prisoner  in  jail,  at  the  soit 
of  the  said  Philip  Ammidon,  shall  "  continue  and  be  a  trae  jmsoner 
in  the  custody,  guard,  and  safe-keeping  of  Roger  Allenton,  keeper 
of  the  said  prison,  &c.,  within  the  limits  of  the  said  prison,  until  he 
shall  be  lawfully  dischai^ed,  without  committing  any  manner  of 
escape,  or  escapes,  during  the  term  of  his  restraint,  then  tiiis  obliga- 
tion to  be  void,"  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  among  other  pleas,  a  discharge  of  the 
person  of  the  debtor,  from  imprisonment,  under  a  statute  of  the 
State  of  Rhode  Island.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  discharge  was 
obtained  by  fraud  and  perjury  of  all  the  defendants.  To  this  repK- 
cation  there  was  a  demurrer,  upon  the  argument  of  which  the  judges 
of  the  circuit  court  were  divided  in  opinion. 

PUkm,  for  the  plaintiff: 

Hunter^  contriL 

[  •  457  ]  •  Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and, 
after  stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  ^- 
The  act  of  the  legislature  of  Rhode  Island,  on  which  this  case 
depends,  enacts,  ^  That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  sheriffs  of 
the  several  counties,  to  grant  to  any  person  imprisoned  for  debt,  a 
chamber  in  any  of  the  houses,  or  apartments,  belonging  to  such 
prison,  and  liberty  of  the  yard  within  the  limits  thereof,  on  his  ^ving 
bond  to  the  creditor,  with  two  sufficient  sureties,  in  double  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  with  condition  to  remain  a  true  prisoner  untB 
lawfully  discharged,  and  not  to  escape.  And  in  case  the  creditor 
shall  put  the  bond  in  suit,  and  recover  judgment  thereon  for  breach  of 
the  condition,  he  is  to  recover  his  debt  with  thirty  per  centum  on  the 
principal  sum  for  his  damages ; "  and  the  principal,  and  his 
[  •458  ]  sureties,  shall  be  committed  to  close  *  jail  until  the  judgment 
be  paid.  The  law,  then,  prescribes  ihe  manner  in  which  a 
poor  prisoner  may  obtain  his  discharge.  On  application  to  any 
judge  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  or  justice  of  the  peace  in  the 
county,  notice  is  to  be  given  to  the  creditor  to  appear  at  such  time 
and  place  as  the  judge  or  justice  shall  appoint,  to  show  cause  why 
the  prisoner  should  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  act.  Any  one  judge 
of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  and  any  one  disinterested  justice,  are 
then  authorized  to  administer  the  oath  prescribed  in  the  law ;  "  ifi 
after  fully  examining  and  hearing  the  pcurties,  the  said  justices  shall 
think  proper  so  to  do."  A  certificate  being  given  to  the  jailer,  the 
prisoner  is  discharged,  on  leaving  with  the  jail-keeper,  to  be  delivered 
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to  his  creditor,  his  note  payable  to  the  creditor  in  two  years,  with 
interest,  for  the  amount  of  the  execution.  It  is  then  enacted,  that 
if  any  such  prisoner  shall  be  convicted  of  having  sold,  leased,  or 
otherwise  concealed,  or  disposed  of,  or  intrusted  his  or  her  estate,  or 
any  part  thereof,  directly  or  indirectly,  contrary  to  his  or  her  oath, 
or  affirmation,  he  or  she  shall  not  only  be  liable  to  the  pains  and 
penalties  of  wilful  perjury,  but  shall  receive  no  benefit  from  said  oath 
or  aflSrmation. 

The  question  to  be  decided  by  this  court  is,  whether  a  prisoner 
obtaining  a  discharge  according  to  the  forms  of  law,  by  means  of 
fraud  and  falsehood,  has  broken  the  condition  of  his  bond. 

There  is  so  much  turpitude  in  the  act  confessed  by  the  demurrer, 
such  reluctance  to  allow  any  man  to  avail  himself  of  so 
flagitious  a  defence,  that  it  is  *  not  without  some  difficulty  {  *  459  J 
this  question  can  be  considered  as  a  naked  point  of  law. 
It  is,  however,  the  duty  of  the  court  so  to  consider  it ;  and  this  has 
been  attempted. 

The  object  for  which  this  bond  was  given  is  of  decisive  import- 
ance in  the  inquiry  respecting  the  extent  of  the  obligation  it  imposes. 
It  is,  certainly,  not  given  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  security  of 
the  creditor,  but  simply  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  debtor  the 
benefit  of  the  prison  yardj  without  impairing  the  right  of  the  creditor 
to  the  custody  of  his  person.  The  yard,  and  a  comfortable  chamber, 
are  substituted  for  the  walls  of  a  jail ;  but  as  this  substitution  would 
facilitate  an  escape,  it  was  deemed  reasonable  to  secure  the  creditor 
against  the  abuse  of  an  indulgence  which  the  humanity  of  the  law 
afforded.  This  consideration  would  suggest  the  propriety  of  pro- 
visions against  an  actual  escape,  the  means  for  making  which  were 
furnished  by  allowing  the  use  of  the  prison  yard ;  but  not  against 
the  employment  of  fraud  or  artifice  to  obtain  a  discharge,  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law,  which  may  be  employed  in  jail  as  well  as 
in  the  yard,  and  the  means  of  employing  which  are  not  in  any 
degree  facilitated  by  substituting  the  yard  for  the  walls  of  the  jail. 
The  condition  of  the  bond  is,  to  remain  "  a  true  prisoner,  until  law- 
fully discharged,  without  committing  any  escape,  or  escapes,  during 
the  term  of  his  restraint,"  and  the  certificate  is  a  mode  of  discharge 
prescribed  by  law  which  terminates  "  his  restraint."  If,  as  is  con- 
ceived, this  bond  was  intended  to  guard  against  the  dangers 
created  •by  allowing  the  prisoner  the  liberty  of  the  prison  [  *  460  ] 
yard,  not  against  a  fraud  already  committed,  which  is 
entirely  unconnected  with  the  bond,  and  the  enlargement  of  his  limits ; 
then  it  is  not  broken  by  the  practice  of  such  fraud.  The  persons 
perpetrating  it  are,  in  a  high  degree,  criminal,  and  ought  not  to  be 
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permitted  to  avail  themselves  of  such  conveyances.  The  jnrispm- 
dence  of  Rhode  Island  must  be  defective  indeed,  if  it  does  not 
furnish  a  remedy  for  such  a  mischief.  The  replication  charges  these 
conveyances  to  have  been  executed  by  the  defendant,  pending  the 
suit,  for  the  purpose  of  defirauding  the  plaintiff,  of  defrauding  his 
creditors  generally,  and  of  enabling  himself  to  take  the  oath  of  an 
insolvent  debtor.  It  further  charges,  that  after  the  execution  of  the 
bond  the  false  oath  was  taken  with  the  knowledge  of  the  sureties. 
However  criminal  this  act  may  be,  it  cannot  be  punished  by  extend- 
ing the  obligation  of  the  bond,  on  which  this  suit  was  instituted. 
The  judgment  rendered  by  the  magistrates  was  obtained  by  perjury, 
but  the  discharge  of  the  prboner,  which  was  the  consequence  of  tiiat 
judgment,  was  in  the  course  of  law,  and  is  not  deemed  an  escape. 

This  question  appears  to  have  been  considered  by  the  court  in  the 
case  of  Simms  et  cU.  v.  Slacum,  3  C.  307 ;  and  although  the  question 
was  not  there  decided,  because  in  that  case  the  sureties  alone  were 
sued,  and  did  not  appear  to  be  concerned  in  the  fraud  of  their  prin- 
cipal, yet  the  reasoning  of  the  court  certainly  applies  to  this  case. 
The  decision  in  the  case  of  Simms  et  aL  v.  Slacum  has 
[  •  461  ]  been  revised,  and  the  court  feels  no  •disposition  to  depart 
from  it  The  reasoning  it  contains  need  not  be  repeated, 
but  is  considered  as  applicable  to  this  case. 

There  is  some  difference  in  the  provisions  of  the  two  statutes,  but 
not  enough  to  induce  a  different  construction  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
obligation  of  the  bond  for  keeping  the  prison  rules.  The  law  of 
Rhode  Island  enacts,  that  if  any  prisoner  shall  be  convicted  of  hav- 
ing disposed  of  any  part  of  his  estate,  contrary  to  his  oath  or  affirma- 
tion, ^  he  shall  not  only  be  liable  to  the  pains  and  penalties  of  wilfril 
perjury,  but  shall  receive  no  benefit  from  said  oath  or  affirmation." 
Conviction  is  a  technical  term  applicable  to  a  judgment  on  a  crim* 
inal  prosecution,  not  to  a  proceeding  on  this  bond.  The  act  con- 
templates a  prosecution  on  which  the  party  may  be  adjudged  to 
suffer  the  penalties  of  perjury,  in  addition  to  which  he  is  to  be 
deprived  of  all  benefit  from  the  oath  or  affirmation.  K  this  section 
has  any  influence,  it  would  be  to  show  that  in  the  contemplation  of 
th6  legislature  such  conviction  is  necessary  previous  to  the  establish- 
ment of  the  absolute  nullity  of  the  oath  or  affirmation.  The  court| 
however,  does  not  mean  to  indicate  that  the  effect  of  the  oath  and 
of  the  discharge  granted  by  the  magistrates,  might  not  be  controvert- 
ed in  any  proceeding  against  the  parties,  either  in  law  or  eqxuty, 
other  than  in  a  suit  on  the  bond  for  keeping  the  prison  rules. 

Certificate  for  the  defendcmL 
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Jones  et  al.  v.  Shore's  Executor  et  dL    The  United  States  r, 

Jones  et  dL 

1  W.  462. 

A  bond  was  given  to  J.  8.,  the  collector  of  the  district  of  Fetersbox^,  under  the  2d  section  //  W  f^cT 
of  the  Embargo  Act  of  the  22d  December,  1807,  (2  Stats,  at  Laige,  453,)  and  a  suit  was^M/  o<^^^ 
afterwilnis  brought  by  him  on  the  same  bond  in  the  district  court,  and  pending  the  pro-/^  ^^-  '^/^ 
ceedings,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  of  October,  1811,  the  collector  died;  and  judgment  was/^^  '  '    V 
lecorered  in  favor  of  the  United  States,  on  the  80th  of  November,  1811.    On  the  26th  of  7^^  ^'  ^  \' 
the  same  November,  J.  J.  was  appointed  collector  of  the  same  district,  and  entered  on  the/  '^   ^/' . 
duties  of  his  office  on  the  14th  of  December,  1811;  until  which  time  T.  S.,  who  was  depatyt^^^  X*    ^  ^ 
collector  under  J.  S.  at  his  decease,  continued  as  such  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office. 
The  judgment  of  the  district  «ourt  was  subsequently  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court.    When 
the  bond  was  taken,  A  T.  was  surveyor  of  the  district,  and  continued  in  that  office  until 
Ms  death,  which  was  after  the  commeneement  of  the  suit  on  the  bond  and  before  jndg* 
ment  thereon,  and  was  succeeded  by  J.  H.  P.,  who  was  appointed  on  the  SOth  of  March, 
1811,  and  entered  on  the  duties  of  his  office  on  the  16th  of  the  same  month.    It  was  held, 
that  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased  collector  and  surveyor,  and  not  their  sue- 
eessors  in  office,  were  entitled  to  that  portion  of  the  penalty  which  is,  'by  law,  to  be 
distributed  among  the  revenue  officers  of  the  district  where  it  was  incurred.    There  being 
no  naval  officer  in  the  district,  the  division  was  adjudged  to  be  made  in  equal  proportions 
between  the  collector  and  surveyor. 

*  The  material  facts  of  these  cases  are  as  follows :  On  [  *  463  ] 
the  23d  of  November,  1808,  a  bond  was  executed  at  the 
cnstom-house  of  Petersburg,  in  Virginia,  to  the  United  States,  by 
Thomas  Pearse,  master  of  the  ship  SaUy,  of  Philadelphia,  and  Robert 
ftFAdam,  Daniel  Filton,  and  Gteorge  Pegram,  jun.,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  (46,300,  upon  condition  that  if  the  cargo  of  said  vessel, 
consisting  of  830  hogsheads  of  tobacco,  intended  to  be  transported 
in  said  vessel  from  the  port  of  Petersburg  to  the  port  of  Boston,  in 
Massachusetts,  should  be  relanded  in  the  United  States,  the  danger 
of  the  seas  excepted,  then  the  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to 
remain  in  fall  force.  The  bond  was,  in  fact,  given  to  John  Shore, 
the  collector  of  the  district  of  Petersburg,  in  pursuance  of  the  second 
section  of  the  Embargo  Act  of  the  22d  December,  1807,  a  6.  A 
suit  was  afterwards  brought  by  the  said  collector  on  the  same  bond 
in  the  district  court  for  the  district  of  Virginia,  and  pending  the  pro- 
ceedings in  said  court,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  30th  of  October,  1811, 
John  Shore,  the  collector,  died ;  and  judgment  was  finally  recovered 
on  the  same  bond,  in  favor  of  the  United  States,  on  the  30th  of 
November,  1811.  On  the  26th  of  the  same  November,  John  Jones 
was  duly  appointed  and  commissioned  by  the  President  as 
collector  of  the  same  *  district,  and  he  qualified  as  such,  [  *  464  ] 
and  took  upon  himself  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  the 
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office  on  the  14th  of  December,  1811 ;  until  which  time,  Thomas 
Shore,  who  wa«  deputy  collector  under  John  Shore  at  the  time  of 
his  decease,  continued,  as  such  deputy  collector,  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  the  office.  Mr.  Pegram  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  firom  the 
said  judgment,  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  Yirginia,  and 
Mr.  Pegram  having  died  pending  the  proceedings,  the  suit  was 
revived  by  his  administrator,  and  the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
was,  at  May  term,  1814,  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court  At  the  time 
when  the  bond  was  taken  by  the  collector,  Andrew  Torbon  was  the 
surveyor  of  said  district  for  the  port  of  City  Point,  and  continued  in 
that  office  until  his  death,  which  happened  after  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  on  said  bond,  and  before  the  rendition  of  judgment 
thereon,  and  was  succeeded  in  his  office  by  John  H.  Peterson,  who 
was  appointed  and  commissioned  on  the  3d  of  March,  1811,  and 
qualified  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  x)f  the  duties  of  that  office 
on  the  16th  of  the  same  month.  At  the  May  term  of  the  circuit 
court,  1814,  the  whole  debt  and  costs  recovered  by  the  judgment, 
were  paid  into  court  by  the  administrator  of  Mr.  Pegram.  Cross 
petitions  were  thereupon  filed  by  the  district  attorney  in  behalf  of 
the  United  States,  praying  the  whole  sum  to  be  paid  to  him,  or 
deposited  in  the  Bank  of  Virginia,  to  the  credit  of  the  treasurer  of 
the  United  States,  by  the  present  collector  and  surveyor  of  the  district 

of  Petersburg,  and  by  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
[  *  465  ]  collector  and  surveyor,  *  praying  a  payment  over,  and  disfri- 

bution  of,  the  sum  so  recovered,  according  to  the  rights 
respectively  claimed  by  them.  A  bill  was  also  filed  on  the  chancery 
side  of  the  circuit  court,  by  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
collector  and  surveyor,  against  the  present  collector  and  surveyor, 
and  the  clerk  of  the  court,  praying  a  moiety  to  be  paid  over  to  tiiem 
or  such  other  portion  as  they  were  entitied  to  by  law,  and  also  for 
general  relief.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  cross  petitions,  the  circuit 
court  overruled  the  prayer  of  the  motion  of  the  district  attorney; 
the  court  being  of  opinion  that  the  United  States  were  entitied  only 
to  a  moiety  of*the  money,  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  paid  to  tiie 
collector  of  the  district,  and  ordered  the  clerk  of  the  court  accordingly 
to  pay  the  same  to  John  Jones,  the  present  collector,  after  deducting 
therefrom  one  half  of  one  per  centum  for  his  commission.  And  the 
court  being  divided  in  opinion,  whether  the  other  moiety  should  be 
paid  to  the  said  collector,  to  be  distributed  by  him  according  to  law, 
as  this  court  should  direct,  or  vdthout  any  direction  on  the  subject^ 
certified  the  same  question  to  the  supreme  court  Upon  the  hearing 
of  the  suit  in  chancery,  on  the  bill,  answer,  and  proof,  in  which  none 
of  the  facts  were  controverted,  a  question  occurred  before  the  courts 
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whether  the  representative  of  the  late  surveyor,  in  right  of  his  intes- 
tate, was  entitled  to  receive  the  moiety  of  that  portion  of  the  penalty 
which  is,  by  law,  to  be  distributed  among  the  several  revenue  officers 
of  the  district  wherein  the  penalty  was  incurred;  upon 
which  question  *the  court  was  divided,  and  the  same  ques-  [  *  466  ] 
tion  was  certified  to  this  court. 

Sfwam^  for  Jones  et  oL 

Wirtf  for  Shore's  executor  et  al. 

Pinknei/y  in  reply. 

*  Story,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  after  [  *  468  ] 
stating  the  facts,  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

As  the  United  States  have  not  asserted  any  claim,  the  first  ques* 
tion  for  the  decision  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  present  collector  and 
surveyor,  the  actual  incumbents  in  office,  or  the  representatives  of 
the  late  collector  and  surveyor,  in  right  of  their  testator  and  intestate, 
are  entitled  to  the  moiety  of  the  money  received  in  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment  above  stated,  and  now  in  the  custody  of  the  circuit 
court. 

By  the  express  provisions  of  law,  all  penalties  and  forfeitures 
accruing  under  the  embargo  acts,  with  a  few  exceptions,  not  appli- 
cable to  this  case,  are  to  be  distributed  and  accounted  for  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  collection  law  of  the  2d  of  March,  1799,  c. 
22.  To  this  latter  act,  therefore,  the  arguments  of  counsel  have  been 
chiefly  directed ;  and  upon  the  trae  constmction  of  the  89th  section 
of  the  act,  the  decision  of  this  cause  must  principally  rest 
•  The  89th  section  enjoins  the  collector  within  whose  dis-  [  *  469  ] 
trict  a  seizure  shall  be  made,  or  forfeiture  incurred,  to  cause 
suits  for  the  same  to  be  commenced  without  delay,  and  prosecuted 
to  effect ;  and  authorizes  him  to  receive  firom  the  court  within  which 
a  trial  is  had,  or  from  the  proper  officer  thereof,  the  sums  so  received, 
after  deducting  the  proper  charges,  and  on  receipt  thereof  requires 
him  to  pay  and  distribute  the  same  without  delay,  according  to  law, 
and  to  transmit,  quarter-yearly,  to  the  treasury,  an  account  of  all  the 
moneys  received  by  him,  for  fines,  penalties,  and  forfeitures,  during 
such  quarter.  The  91st  section  declares  that  all  fines,  penalties,  and 
forfeitures,  recovered  by  virtue  of  the  act,  and  not  otherwise  appro- 
priated, shall,  after  deducting  all  proper  costs  and  charges,  be  disposed 

^  1  State,  at  Laige,  627. 
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of  as  follows,  namely,  ^  one  moiety  shall  be  for  the  use  of  the  United 
States,  and  be  paid  into  the  treasuiy  thereof^  by  the  collector  receiv* 
ing  the  same ;  the  other  moiety  shall  be  divided  between  and  paid 
in  equal  proportions  to,  the  collector  and  naval  officer  of  the  disdict, 
and  surveyor  of  the  port,  wherein  the  same  shall  have  been  incmied, 
or  to  such  of  the  said  officers  as  there  may  be  within  the  same 
district;  and  in  districts  where  only  one  of  the  aforesaid  officers  shall 
have  been  established,  the  said  moiety  shall  be  given  to  such  officer.'' 
Then  follow  provisions  referring  to  the  distribution  in  cases  where 
the  recovery  has  been  had  in  pursuance  of  information  given  by  any 
informer,  or  by  any  officer  of  a  revenue  cutter. 

It  is  argued  on  behalf  of  the  present  coIlectcMr  and  snr- 
[  *470  ]  veyor,  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  these  clauses  'no 

title  to  a  distributive  share  of  penalties  and  forfeitures  vests 
until  the  money  has  been  actually  received  by  the  collecto  from  the 
officer  of  the  court ;  and  that  upon  such  receipt  it  vests  in  the  proper 
officers  of  the  customs  who  are  then  in  office.  And  in  support  of 
this  argument  it  is  further  asserted  that  until  this  epoch  the  claim  is 
a  mere  expectancy  and  not  a  right,  the  interest  being  in  abeyance, 
uncertain,  and  contingent.  An  attempt  has  been  made  to  pre^  the 
language  of  the  act  into  the  service  of  this  argument.  But  it  cer- 
iainly  will  not  support  it ;  the  language  of  the  act,  in  its  inost  obvious 
import,  does  not  seem  to  have  contemplated  any  charge  in  the 
officers  of  the  customs  between  the  time  of  the  accruing  and  the 
receipt  of  the  penalty  or  forfeiture.  It  seems  principally  to  have 
been  adapted  to  cases  of  the  most  ordinary  occurrence,  and  it  is  only 
by  an  eqiutable  construction  that  it  can,  in  aid  of  the  legislative 
intention,  be  brought  to  reach  the  present  case.  The  act  must 
receive  the  same  construction  in  relation  to  forfeitures  in  remj  as  in 
relation  to  personal  penalties.  Both  are  distributal  in  the  same 
manner,  and  subject  to  tiie  same  rules.  The  case,  therefore,  will  be 
first  considered,  in  reference  to  forfeitures  in  rem. 

Whenever  a  forfeiture  in  rem  accrues,  it  is  by  the  act  made  the 
duty  of  the  collector  to  seize  the  thing,  and  to  prosecute  a  suit  there- 
for, to  final  judgment.  The  law  contemplates  that  he  may  seize, 
upon  probable  cause  of  seizure,  not  simply  in  cases  of  personal 
knowledge,  but  upon  the  information  of  others.    He  seizes,  however, 

at  his  peril ;  and  if  the  act  be  not  justifiable,  he  is  subject  to 
[  •471  ]  a  personal  responsibility  •for  all  damages.    He  is  placed, 

therefore,  in  a  situation  in  which  he  is  bound  to  act,  and  yet 
is  not  protected  against  the  legal  consequences  of  his  acts.  It  ^ 
unquestionably  with  a  view  to  stimulate  his  vigilance,  and  reward 
his  exertions,  that  the  law  has  given  him  a  share  of  the  forfeitures 
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recovered  by  his  enterprise  and  activity.  And  yet  it  would  follow, 
upon  the  argument  which  has  been  stated,  that  the  collector  who 
seizes  might  be  liable  to  all  the  responsibility  of  the  ^ct,  in  case  of  a 
failure,  without  receiving  any  of  the  fruits  of  his  toil,  if  crowned  with 
success.  This  certainly  would  seem  to  be  against  the  policy  of  the 
legislature,  as  well  as  against  the  plainest  rules  of  equity.  It  is  a 
maxim  of  natural  justice,  qui  sentit  commodum  sentire  debet  et  onus; 
and  the  words  of  a  statute  ought  to  be  very  clear  that  should  lead  to 
a  different  determination.  But  the  case  is  not  left  to  the  result  of 
general  reasoning  upon  the  intent  and  policy  of  the  legislature.  It 
is  not  trae,  that  the  right  of  a  seizing  officer  to  a  distributive  share  is 
a  mere  expectancy.  By  the  common  law,  a  party  entitled  to  a  share 
of  a  thing  forfeited,  acquires  by  the  seizure  an  inchoate  right,  which 
is  consummated  by  a  decree  of  condemnation,  and  when  so  consum- 
mated it  relates  back  to  the  time  of  the  seizure.  This  principle  is 
familiarly  applied  to  many  cases  of  forfeitures  to  the  crown ;  and 
even  in  respect  to  private  persons  entitled  to  forfeitures,  the  interest 
which  is  acquired  by  seizure  has  been  deemed  a  sufficient  title  to 
sustain  an  action  of  detinue  for  the  property.  And  it  is  very  clear 
that  the  legislature  steadily  kept  in  view  this  principle  of 
the  *  common  law;  for  the  act  has  expressly  provided  that  [  "472  ] 
any  officer  entitled  to  a  part  of  the  forfeiture  may  be  a  wit- 
ness at  the  trial ;  and,  in  such  a  case,  he  shall  lose  his  share  in  the 
forfeiture.  The  law,  therefore,  deems  him  a  party  having  a  real 
substantial  interest  in  the  cause,  and  not  a  mere  expectancy  —  ^'a 
fleeting  hope  that  only  keeps  its  promise  to  the  ear,  but  breaks  it  to 
the  sense."  It  is  true,  that  the  act  in  making  distribution  of  forfeit- 
ures speaks  of  the  parties  entitled  to  them  by  the  description  of  their 
office ;  but  it  cannot,  with  any  color  of  reason,  be  argued  that  this 
designation  of  office  meant  to  exclude  a  designatio  persorue.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  most  manifest  that  the  act  meant  to  point  out  the  per- 
son entitled  by  a  description  of  his  office.  The  question  then  recurs, 
who  is  the  person  meant  under  this  description  of  office  ?  Is  it  the 
person  who  happens  to  be  in  office  when  the  forfeiture  is  received  ? 
Or  the  person  who  was  in  office  when  the  seizure  was  made,  and 
who  thereby  acquires  an  inchoate  right,  which  the  subsequent  judg- 
ment ascertained  and  fixed?  The  words  may  be  literally  applied 
indifferently  to  either ;  but,  in  point  of  law,  they  can  be  properly 
applied  only  to  him  who  has,  under  the  same  description  of  office, 
already  acquired  a  vested  title,  inchoate,  or  consummate,  in  the  for- 
feiture. This  construction  is  fortified  by  a  recurrence  to  other  pro- 
visions in  the  91st  section  of  the  act.  It  is,  in  the  first  place,  provided 
that,  in  all  cases  of  forfeitures,  recovered  in  pursuance  of  information 
VOL.  HI.  .    54 
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given  to  such  collector,  (pointing  to  the  collector  entitled  to  a  distrib- 

ntive  share,)  a  moiety  of  the  moiety  shall  be  given  to  tiie 
[•473]  •informer.     The  grammatical  connection  of  the  words,  as 

well  as  the  obvious  exposition  of  the  clause,  supposes  that 
tile  collector  who  receives  the  information,  and  commences  the  salt, 
is  the  person  entitled  to  the  distributive  share  of  the  forfeiture.  In 
the  next  place  it  is  provided,  that  when  the  forfeitures  are  recovered, 
in  consequence  of  any  information  given  by  any  officer  of  the  revenue 
cutter,  one  moiety  thereof  shall  be  distributed  among  the  officers  of 
such  cutter.  Can  there  be  a  doubt  that  the  persons  who  w^ere 
officers  at  the  time  of  the  information,  and  not  those  who  were 
officers  at  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  the  forfeitures,  are  the  parties 
entitled  to  this  moiety  ?  Yet  the  same  reasoning  applies  here,  with 
equal  force,  as  in  the  case  of  the  collector.  So  by  the  Embargo  Act 
of  the  9th  January,  1809,  c.  72.  s.  12,^  forfeitures  recovered,  in  conse- 
quence of  any  seizure  made  by  the  commander  of  any  public  armed 
vessel  of  the  United  States,  are  to  be  distributed  according  to  the 
rules  of  the  Navy  Prize  Act  of  the  22d  of  April,  1800,  c  33  ;2  and  it  is 
dear,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  the  parties  so  entitled  are  the  officers 
and  crew  at  the  time  of  the  seizure.  The  analogous  rule,  in  cases 
of  captures,  jterc  belliy  is  here  expressly  alluded  to,  and  adopted  by  the 
legislature,  and  that  rule  stands  on  the  same  general  foundation  with 
that  of  the  common  law.  The  right  of  captors  to  prizes  is  but  an 
inchoate  right,  and,  until  a  condemnation,  no  absolute  title  attaches. 
But  when  condemnation  has  passed  upon  the  property,  it  relates 

back  to  the  capture,  and  although  the  parties  have  died  in 
[  ^474  ]  the  •intermediate  time,  the  title  vests,  in  proprio  viffore^  in 

their  representatives. 
Much  stress  has  been  laid  upon  the  clauses  in  the  89th  and  91st 
sections  of  the  collection  law  of  the  2d  March,  1799,  which  authorize 
the  collector  to  receive  from  the  proper  officer  of  the  court,  tiic 
moneys  recovered  in  suits  for  penalties  and  forfeitures,  and  which 
require  him  to  pay  and  distribute  the  same,  according  to  law,  among 
the  officers  of  the  customs,  and  other  parties  entitled  thereto.  But 
these  provisions  are  merely  directory  to  the  collector,  and  do  not  vest 
in  him  any  personal  right  to  the  money  received,  which  he  did  not 
before  possess ;  much  less  do  they  authorize  the  supposition  tiiat, 
until  the  receipt,  no  title  vested  in  any  person.  It  might,  with  as 
much  force  and  propriety,  be  urged,  that,  until  the  same  epoch,  no 
right  to  the  other  moiety  vested  in  the  United  States ;  for  the  statute 
is  equally  mandatory  and  precise  in  this  case  as  in  the  other.     It 

^  2  Stats,  at  Large,  510.  >  Ik.  45. 
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would,  however,  be  quite  impossible  to  contend,  upon  any  legal 
principles,  that  the  title  of  the  United  States  was  not,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  consummated  by  the  judgment.  The  same  reasoning 
which  has  been  used  in  respect  to  forfeitures  in  rem^  applies  to  per- 
sonal penalties ;  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  it.  The  court  are 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  right  of  the  collector  to  forfeitures  in  rem 
attaches  on  seizure,  and  to  personal  penalties  on  suits  brought,  and 
in  each  case  it  is  ascertained  and  consummated  by  the  judgment ; 
and  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  the  collector  die  before 
or  after  the  judgment.  And  they  are  further  *of  opinion  [  •475  J 
that  the  case  of  the  surveyor  is  not,  in  this  respect,  distin- 
guishable, in  any  manner,  from  that  of  the  collector.  They  are, 
therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  representatives  of  the  deceased  collector 
and  surveyor,  emd  not  the  present  incumbents  in  office,  are  entitled 
to  the  distributive  shares  of  the  moiety  of  the  money  now  in  the 
registry  of  the  circuit  court.   . 

The  next  question  is  as  to  the  proportions  in  which  this  moiety  is 
to  be  divided  between  the  representatives  of  the  collector  and  sur- 
veyor.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  practice  in  the  district  of 
Petersburg,  the  words  of  the  act  admit  of  no  reasonable  doubt. 
The  moiety  is  to  be  divided  in  equal  proportions  between  the 
collector,  naval  officer,  and  surveyor,  or  between  such  of  the  said 
officers,  as  there  may  be  in  the  district.  There  was  no  naval  officer 
in  the  district  of  Petersburg,  and,  consequently,  the  division  must 
be,  in  equal  proportions,  between  the  collector  and  surveyor. 

It  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  thid  court,  that  it  be  certified  to 
the  circuit  court,  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  this  court :  — 

1st  In  the  case  of  the  United  States  against  Joseph  Jones  and 
others,  that  the  moiety  of  the  money  now  remaining  in  the  custody 
of  the  circuit  court,  in  the  proceedings  in  the  case  of  the  United  States, 
appellants,  against  Joseph  Jones  and  others,  mentioned,  should  be 
paid  to  the  said  Joseph  Jones,  collector  of  the  district  of  Petersburg,  to 
be  by  him  divided  in  equal  proportions  between  Thomas 
Shore,  as  he  is  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  'of  [  *  476  ] 
John  Shore,  deceased,  and  Reuben  M.  Gillian,  as  he  is 
admiiJstrator  of  the  goods  and  effects  of  Andrew  Tarbone,  deceased. 

2.  In  the  case  of  Thomas  Shore  and  another  against  Joseph  Jonea 
and  others,  that  the  representative  of  the  late  surveyor,  in  right  of 
his  intestate,  was  entilled  to  receive  one  moiety  of  that  portion  of 
the  penalty  in  the  proceedings  mentioned,  which  is  by  law  to  be 
distributed  among  the  several  revenue  officers  of  the  district  wherein 
the  penalty  was  incurred. 

4  W.  74;  8  W.  312;  10  W.  246;  10  H.  109. 
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Patton's  Lessee  v,  Easton. 

I  W.  476, 

'\\'.  C  ^^  tinder  the  act  of  the  legisUtore  of  Tennessee,  passed  in  1797,  to  explain  an  act  of  the  lc|ps- 

']/]/./  C  /  latnre  of  North  Carolina,  of  1715,  a  possession  of  seven  yean  is  a  bar  onlj  when  held 

{.1/  xf"^^  nnder  a  grant,  or  a  deed  founded  on  a  grant 

ft.  3  3-2  The  Act  of  Assembly  resting  lands  in  the  trustees  of  the  town  of  NashTiIle,  is  a  grant  of 

^  ^  ^  /  those  lands,  and  when  the  defendant  showed  no  title  nnder  the  trustees,  nor  nnder  smj 

■p   ^  *■/  3  other  grant,  his  possession  of  seven  years  was  held  insafficient  to  protect  his  title,  or  bar 

-p    ^  ^/xjT  that  of  the  plaintiff  under  a  conveyance  from  the  trustees. 

/^  ^  f  ^      Error  to  the  ciicnit  court  for  the  district  of  West  Tennessee. 
'^.^  c   3^  This  was  an  ejectment  for  one  moiety  of  a  lot  of  land  lying  in 
Nashville. 

[  *  477  ]      Biimplmez  and  ^  Jones  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

P.  B.  Key  and  Swcmn^  for  the  defendant. 

Marshall,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  legislature  of  North  Carolina,  while  Tennessee  was  a  part  of 
that  State,  passed  an  act  establishing  the  town  of  Nashville,  and 
vesting  200  acres  of  land  in  trastees,  to  be  laid  off  in  lots,  and  sold, 
and  conveyed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act  On  the  1st  of 
July,  1784,  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  tiie  act  establishing  the 
town,  the  trustees  executed  a  deed  regularly  conveying  the  lot,  for  a 
moiety  of  which  this  suit  was  brought,  to  Abednego  LeweUin.  On 
the  1st  of  April,  1810,  Shadrack  Lewellin,  heir  at  law  of  Abedn^o, 
who  had  then  attained  his  full  age  of  twenty-one  years,  for  seven 
years  and  upwards,  executed  a  deed  conveying  the  land  in  contzo* 
versy  to  Francis  May ;  after  which,  and  previous  to  the  institution 
of  this  suit,  Francis  May  conveyed  the  same  land  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  produced  a  deed  dated  the  2d  of  Febmary, 
1793,  executed  by  a  certain  Josiah  Love,  and  purporting  to  convey. 
the  land  in  conlroversy  to  William  T.  Lewis.  It  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that  Lewis  had  purchased  the  land  fairly,  and  paid  a  valuable 
consideration  for  it,  and  that  at  the  time  no  person  was  in  possession 
of  it  Immediately  after  this  conveyance,  Lewis  entered  into,  and 
took  full  possession  of,  the  premises,  made  valuable  improvements 
thereon,  and  continued  so  possessed  until  the  14th  of  Feb* 
[  •  478  ]  ruary,  *1810,  when  he  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  to 
WilUam  Easton,  the  defendant,  who  entered  into  and  took 
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possession,  and  continued  peaceably  possessed  thereof,  until  the  12th 
of  November,  1810,  when  this  suit  was  instituted.  Upon  this  testi- 
mony, the  defendant's  counsel  moved  the  court  to  instract  the  jury 
that  the  defendant  was  protected  in  his  possession  of  the  premises 
by  the  laws  of  the  land,  and  that  by  virtue  of  the  said  laws  the 
plaintiff  was  barred  from  recovering  the  said  parcel  of  ground  ancl 
premises.  On  this  question  the  judges  were  divided  in  opinion,  which 
question  and  division  have  been  certified  to  this  court,  as  prescribed 
by  law. 

The  evidence  is  not  so  stated  on  the  record  as  to  present  any  point 
for  the  consideration  of  this  court,  other  than  the  question  whether  a 
possession  of  seven  years  is,  in  this  case,  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  action. 
This  question  depends  on  the  construction  of  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  Tennessee,  passed  in  the  year  1797,  to  explain  an  act  of  the 
legislature  of  North  Carolina,  passed  in  the  year  1715. 

The  act  of  1715,  after  aflSrming,  in  the  first  and  second  sections, 
certain  irregular  deeds,  previously  made,  under  which  possession  had 
been  held  for  seven  years,  enacts,  in  the  third  section,  "  that  no  per- 
son, or  persons,  or  their  heirs,  which  hereafter  shall  have  any  right,- 
or  title,  to  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  shall  thereunto 
enter  or  make  claim,  but  within  seven  years  after  his,  her,  or 
their  right  or  title  shall  descend  or  accrue ;  and  in  *  default  [  *  479  ] 
thereof  such  person  or  persons  so  not  entering  or  making 
defatdt,  shall  be  utterly  excluded  and  disabled  from  any  entry  or 
claim  thereafter  to  be  made."  The  fourth  section  contains  the  usual 
savings  in  favor  of  infants,  &X5.,  who  are  authorized,  vrithin  three 
years  after  their  disabilities  shall  cease,  "  to  commence  his  or  her  suit, 
or  make  his  or  her  entry."  Persons  beyond  sea  are  allowed  eight 
years  after  their  return ;  "  but  that  all  possessions  held  without  suing 
such  claim  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  a  perpetual  bar  against  all,  and  all 
manner  of  persons  whatever,  that  the  expectation  of  heirs  may  notj 
in  a  short  time,  leave  much  land  unpossessed,  and  titles  so  perplexed 
that  no  man  will  know  from  whom  to  take  or  buy  land." 

The  judges  and  lawyers  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina  have  been 
much  divided  on  the  construction  of  this  act;  some  maintaining  that, 
like  other  acts  of  limitation,  it  protects  mere  naked  possession;^ 
others,  that  the  first  and  second  sections  (which  are  retrospective) 
have  such  an  influence  on  the  third  and  fourth,  (which  are  prospec- 
tive,) as  to  limit  their  operation  to  a  possession  acquired  and  held  by 
color  of  title.  This  court  is  relieved  from  an  investigation  of  these 
doubts  by  a  case  decided  in  the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina,  in 
which  it  was  finally  determined  that  the  act  of  1715  afforded  pro-! 
tection  to  those  only  who  held  by  color  of  title.    This  contest  waa 
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maintained  as  strenuously  in  Tennessee,  after  its  separation  from 
North  Carolina,  as  in  the  present  State.     Anterior  to  the  decision  of 

the  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina,  which  has  been  men- 
[  *  480  ]  tioned,  *the  legislature  passed  an  act  to  settle  'Hhe  tme 

construction  of  the  existing  laws  respecting  seven  years' 
possession,"  in  which  it  is  enacted,  '^  that  in  all  cases  whereT^r  any 
person  or  persons  shall  have  had  seven  years'  peaceable  possesion 
of  any  land,  by  virtue  of  a  grant,  or  deed  of  conveyance  fbnnded 
upon  a  grant,  and  no  legal  claim  by  suit  in  law,  by  such,  set  np  to 
said  land,  within  the  above  term,  that  then,  and  in  that  case,  the 
person  or  persons  so  holding  possession  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  enti- 
tied  to  hold  possession  in  preference  to  all  other  daimants,  sndi 
quantity  of  land  as  shall  be  specified  in  his,  her,  c»r  their  said  grant, 
or  deed  of  conveyance  founded  on  a  grant,  as  aforesaid."  The  act 
then  proceeds  to  bar  the  claim  of  those  who  shall  neglect,  for  the 
term  of  seven  years,  to  avail  themselves  of  any  title  they  may  have. 
As  not  unfirequently  happens,  this  explanatory  law  generated  as 
many  doubts  as  the  law  it  was  intended  to  explain.  On  the  one 
part  it  was  contended,  that,  being  designed  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
removing  all  uncertainty  respecting  the  construction  of  the  act  of 
1715,  its  provisions  ought  to  be  limited  to  its  avowed  object ;  and  a 
doubt  had  never  existed  whether  it  was  necessary  for  a  person  in 
possession  to  show  more  than  a  color  of  title,  a  deed  acquired  in 
good  faith,  in  order  to  protect  himself  under  that  act ;  so  nothing 
farther  ought  to  be  required  in  order  to  enable  him  to  avail  himself 
of  the  act  of  1797.  That  if  it  should  be  necessary  to  trace  a  title  up 
to  a  grant,  the  act  of  1797,  instead  of  quieting  possession,  would,  in 

process  of  time,  strip  a  very  long  possession  of  that  protect- 
[  *  481  ]  ing  •quality  which  the  policy  of  all  other  countries  bestowed 

upon  it ;  that  the  act  of  1797  was  obviously  drawn  with  so 
much  carelessness  as,  in  some  of  its  parts,  to  exclude  the  possibility 
of  a  literal  construction ;  and,  for  this  reason,  a  more  liberal  con- 
struction  would  be  admissible  in  order  to  effect  its  intent.  It  was, 
therefore,  insisted  not  to  be  necessary  for  the  defendant,  holding  pos- 
session under  a  bond  fide  conveyance  of  lands,  which  had  been 
actually  granted,  to  deduce  his  tiile  firom  the  grant ;  but  that  it  was 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  land  had  been  granted,  and  that  he  held  a 
peaceable  possession  of  seven  years  under  a  deed.  On  the  other 
part  it  was  contended,  that,  on  this  point,  there  is  no  ambiguity  in 
the  words  of  the  act.  The  seven  years'  possession,  to  be  available, 
must  be  "  by  virtue  of  a  grant,  or  of  a  deed  founded  on  a  grant** 
It  is  as  essential  that  the  deed  should  be  founded  on  a  grant,  as  that 
a  deed  should  exist     A  possession  of  seven  years  does  no  more  in 
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the  one  case  than  in  the  other  bar  a  legal  title.  The  words  of  the 
act  being  perfectly  clear,  they  must  be  understood  in  their  natural 
sense.  When  confined  to  different  deeds  founded  on  the  same  patent, 
or  to  deeds  founded  on  different  patents,  for  the  same  land,  although 
some  cases  of  feur  possession  may  be  excluded  from  their  operation, 
yet  they  will  apply  to  the  great  mass  of  cases  arising  in  the  country. 
This  question,  too,  has,  at  length,  been  decided  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  State.  Subsequent  to  the  division  of  opinion  on  this 
question,  in  the  circuit  court,  two  cases  have  been  decided 
in  the  supreme  •court  for  the  State  of  Tennessee,  which  [  *482  ] 
have  settled  the  construction  of  the  act  of  1797.  It  has  been 
decided,  that  a  possession  of  seven  years  is  a  bar  only  when  held 
«  under  a  grant,  or  a  deed  founded  on  a  grant"  The  deed  must  be 
connected  with  the  grant  This  court  concurs  in  that  opinion.  A 
deed  cannot  be  ^< founded  on  a  grant"  which  gives  a  title  not 
derived  in  law  or  equity  fiY)m  that  grant ;  and  the  words  founded  on 
a  grant,  are  too  important  to  be  discarded.  The  act  of  assembly 
vesting  lands  in  the  trustees  of  the  town  of  Nashville,  is  a  grant  of 
those  lands,  and  as  the  defendant  shows  no  title  under  the  trustees, 
nor  under  any  other  grant,  his  possession  of  seven  years  cannot  pro- 
tect his  title,  nor  bar  that  of  the  plaintiff.  And  this  is  to  be  certified 
to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  West  Tennessee. , 

Certificate  for  the  plaintiff. 

9  W.  5^1 ;  a  P.  241 ;  6  P.  291 ;  11  H.  414. 


Ross  and  Morrison  t?.  Reed. 

1  W.  482. 

Where  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  clftimed  title  to  lands  in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  nnder  9l^I'}  4  ^ 
grant  from  sud  State,  dated  the  26th  of  April,  1809,  fonnded  on  an  entry  made  in  the 
entry  taker's  office  of  Washington  coanty,  dated  the  2d  of  January,  1779,  in  the  name 
of  J.  McDowell,  on  which  a  warrant  issued  on  the  17th  of  May,  1779,  to  the  plaintiff,  as 
the  assignee  of  J.  M'Dowell,  and  the  defendants  claimed  under  a  grant  from  the 
State  of  North  Carolina,  dated  the  *9th  of  Angnst,  1787,  it  was  determined  that  [  *48S  ] 
the  prior  entry  might  he  attached  to  a  junior  gp:tmt  so  as  to  overreach  an  elder 
grant,  and  that  a  surrey  having  hcen  made,  and  a  grant  issued  upon  M'Dowell's  entry, 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  calUng  him  assignee  of  McDowell,  was  prim&  fade  evidence 
that  the  entry  was  the  plaintiff's  property ;  apd  that  a  warrant  is  sufficiently  cerUin  to  he 
sustained,  if  the  ohjects  called  for  are  identified  by  the  testimony,  or  unless  the  calls  would 
equally  well  suit  more  than  one  place. 
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Error  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  East  Tennessee. 

The  defendant  in  error,  who  was  plaintiff  in  the  court  below, 
claimed  title  under  a  grant  from  the  State  of  Tennessee,  bearing  date 
the  26th  day  of  April,  1809,  founded  on  an  entry  made  in  the  entry 
taker's  office  of  Washington  county.  No.  975,  dated  on  the  2d  day 
of  January,  1^79,  in  the  name  of  John  MPDowell,  for  500  acres  oiF 
land,  on  which  a  warrant  issued  on  the  17th  day  of  May,  1779,  The 
defendants  in  the  court  below,  now  plaintiffs  in  error,  claim  under  a 
grant  from  the  State  of  North  Carolina  to  John  Henderson,  dated 
the  9th  of  August,  1787,  and  a  deed  of  conveyance  from  John  Hen- 
derson to  the  defendant,  Ross,  duly  executed  and  registered.  Morrison 
held  as  a  tenant  under  Ross. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  taken  by  tiie 
defendants,  in  which  was  stated  a  transcript  taken  from  the  book 
procured  from  the.  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  United 
States,  which  contains  reports  of  the  lands  entered  in  Sullivan  and 
Washington  counties ;  also  a  copy  of  the  warrant  issued  to  John 
M'Dowell  for  500  acres  of  land,  both  of  which  are  certified  by  the 
clerk  to  the  commissioner  of  East  Tennessee.  Also  the 
{  •  484  ]  grants  under  •which  each  party  claims,  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance from  Henderson  to  Ross,  together  with  the  viva  voce 
testimony  of  the  witnesses  produced.  It  then  proceeds  to  state 
^  that  the  defendants  contended,  1st,  That  having  the  eldest  grant, 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  unless  he  had  showli  a  prior  entry, 
which  the  law  would  consider  special  for  the  place  now  claimed,  and 
produced  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  right  was  vested  in  him. 
That  as  no  proof  had  been  given  that  Beed  had  ever  purchased  <x 
paid  any  consideration  for  M'Dowell's  entry,  he  could  not,  in  virtue 
of  that  entry,  entitle  himself  to  a  verdict  That  the  mere  statement 
in  the  survey  and  grant  that  Beed  was  assignee  of  M'Dowell,  was  no 
evidence  whatever  of  that  fact  2.  That  if  such  proof  had  been 
given,  still  he  could  not  recover,  because  the  proof  shows  that  the 
objects  called  for  in  the  entry  existed  at  two  places,  some  distance 
from  each  other ;  and,  therefore,  the  entry  was  ambiguous  and  doubt- 
ful But  the  court  charged  and  instructed  the  jury  that  the  circum- 
stance of  a  survey  having  been  made,  and  a  grant  issued  upon 
JVrDowell's  entry,  in  the  name  of  Reed,  calling  him  assignee  of 
M'Dowell,  was  primd  fade  evidence  that  the  entry  was  the  property 
of  Reed.  And  that  it  was  true  if  the  calls  in  an  entry  would  equalfy 
well  suit  more  than  one  place,  it  would  not  be  considered  special  for 
either  place ;  but  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine,  from  the  evidenoci 
whether  the  place  spoken  of  on  the  south  side  of  Holston  would  as 
well  suit  the  calls  pf  the  entry  as  the  one  on  the  north  side ;  and  that, 
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except  for  James  King's  testimony,  he  had  hardly  ever 
•heard  an  entry  better  established  than  the  one  now  under  [ * 485} 
consideration." 

There  was  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  cause  was  brought  up  ta  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

Todd,  X,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  is  now  objected  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  that  the  transcript  first 
mentioned  contains  nothing  but  a  naked  designation  of  number,  date, 
person's  name,  and  number  of  acres,  but  no  description  of  the  land 
whatever ;  not  even  specifying  the  county  where  situate. 

To  this  objection  it  may  be  answered,  that  it  is  a  fact,  which  will 
appear  from  the  reports  of  cases  decided  in  the  courts  of  Tennessee, 
that  the  books  containing  entries  for  land  in  the  counties  of  Sullivan 
and  Washington  have  been  lost  or  destroyed.  It  is  also  a  fact  that 
the  original  of  the  transcript  .under  consideration  was  directed,  by  a 
statute  of  Tennessee,  to  be  procured  and  deposited  in  the  commis- 
Boner's  office ;  and  copies  therefrom,  certified  by  the  derk,  are  declared 
to  be  evidence  in  the  courts  of  that  State ;  but  a  conclusive  answer  is 
furnished  by  an  examination  of  the  biU  of  exceptions ;  it  was  not 
objected  to  in  the  court  below. 

The  same  answers  may  also  be  given  to  the  objection  taken  to 
the  copy  of  the  warrant. 

Under  the  laws  of  North  Carolina  for  appropriating  the  vacant 
lands,  an  entry  is  made  with  the  entry  taker  before  a  warrant 
issues;  the  warrant  describes  *the  land  specified  in  the  [*486] 
entry ;  the  special  or  locative  calls  for  appropriation  of  the 
land  can  be  seen  and  examined  as  weU  from  a  view  of  the  warrant 
as  from  the  entry.  In  consequence  of  various  frauds  respecting 
warrants,  they  were  by  law  to  be  submitted  to  a  board  of  commis- 
sioners, and  if  decided  to  be  valid,  the  original  was  deposited  with 
the  commissioner,  and  copies,  certified  by  the  clerk,  were  to  be 
received  in  evidence.  The  copy  of  the  \vairant,  in  this  case,  corre- 
sponds with  these  regulations,  and  was  properly  received,  nor  was  it 
objected  to  in  the  court  below. 

The  practice  in  the  courts  of  Tennessee,  of  attaching  a  prior  entry 
to  a  junior  grant,  to  overreach  an  elder  grant  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, was  brought  into  the  view  of^  and  recognized  by,  this  court,  in 
the  case  of  Polk  v.  Wendal  et  oL  9  c.  87 ;  it  is  therefore  not  now  to 
be  departed  from. 

The  location  in  this  case,  upon  the  face  of  the  warrant,  appears  to 
be  sufficiently  certain  to  be  sustained,  if  the  objects  called  for  are 
identified  by  the  testimony,  or  unless  the  calls  would  equally  well 
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snit  more  than  one  place.  These  were  questions  properiy  sabmitied 
to  the  jury ;  there  was,  therefore,  no  eirar  in  the  charge  and  instnic- 
tion  given  on  this  point.  Nor  was  there  enor  in  the  residue  of  ilie 
instruction*  It  is  a  general  principle  to  presume  that  public  oE^cen 
act  coirectiy  until  tiie  contraj^  be  shown.  It  must,  therefore,  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  officer,  when  he  surveyed  M'DoweU's  entry, 
[  *  487  ]  in  Reed's  name,  had  sufficient  evidence  produced  *  to 
satisfy  him  that  Reed  was  the  owner  of  it,  and  this  presump- 
tion is  increased  by  the  act  of  another  officer  in  issuing  the  grant ; 
these  circumstances  furnished  primd  facie  evidence,  at  least,  that  be 
was  the  owner. 

Judgment  affinned. 


INDEX. 


ABANDONMENT. 

Under  a  policy  insnring  against  *<  unlaTviul  arrests,  restraints,  and  detunments,"  the 
assured  cannot  abandon  on  account  of  restraint  of  the  vessel  from  entering  a  block- 
aded port,  the  Yojage  being  thereby  broken  up,  because  such  restraint  is  not 
unlawful    ATCaU  t.  The  Marine  Insurance  Company,  24. 

Insubancb,  2. 

ABATEMENT. 

1*  The  commencement  of  another  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action  in  the  court  of 
another  State  since  the  last  conlinuance,  cannot  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the 
originial  suit    Benner  y,  MarskaUy  526. 

2.  If  matter  in  abatement  is  pleaded  puis  darrein  continuance^  the  judgment,  if  against 
the  defendant,  is  peremptory.    lb. 

Writ  op  Right,  2. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
LmnATioNS,  &C.,  2. 

ACTION. 

Assiokment;  Bills  of  Exchange,  &c.;  Parties,  1. 

ADMIRALTY. 
Amendment;  Jurisdiction;  Practice;  Prize,  4. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 
Deed,  1 ;  Limitations,  &c,4.  6-8 ;  Seisin  and  Disseisin. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
Further  Proof,  8 ;  Prize,  58.  54 

AGENT. 
Prize,  41^4.  48.  52.  54;  Sale,  8.4;  Treaty,  1. 

ALIEN. 
Rescission  of  Contract;, Treaty,  2. 


6^  INDEX. 

ALTERATION  OF  INSTRUMENT& 
BoKD,  8;  Deed,  8;  Public  Lanbs,  19. 

AMENDMENT. 
The  circuit  conit  ma^,  upon  appeal,  allow  tlie  intitKliictioii  of  a  new  all^gitioii  into  an 
in&nnationf  in  admiralty,  hy  mj  of  ameDdment    The  Edward^  MO. 
Fbactics;  Prize,  5.  7. 

ANSWER. 

1.  The  answer  of  one  defendant  in  chanceryis  not  evidence  against  his  oodefendant; 
nor  is  his  deposition,  although  he  had  bec^  dischaiged  under  the  act  of  assemblj  of 
Rhode  Island,  of  1 757,  from  all  debts  and  contracts  prior  to  the  date  of  die  discharge, 
and  although  the  debt  in  suit  was  a  debt  contracted  prior  to  such  dischaige,  the  debt 
having  been  contracted  in  a  foreign  country.  Claries  Executors  y.  Van  JUenu- 
dykj  804. 

2.  An  answer  in  chancery,  although  positive,  and  directly  responnve  to  an  allegatioa 
in  the  bill,  may  be  outweighed  by  circumstances,  especially  if  it  be  respecting  a  &ct 
which,  in  the  nature  of  things,  cannot  be  within  the  personal  knowledge  of  the 
defendant    lb* 

8.  It  is  error,  in  the  orphan's  court  for  the  county  of  Washington,  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  decide  a  cause  against  the  answer  of  a  defendant,  if  the  answer  had 
not  been  denied  by  a  replication,  and  there  be  no  evidence  in  the  record  contradict 
ing  that  answer.    Gettings  y.  BurcKs  Administratrix^  888. 

APPEAL. 

An  appeal  lies  to  this  court  from  the  sentence  <^  the  circuit  court  of  the  I^strict  of 
Columbia,  affirming  the  sentence  of  the  orphan's  court  of  Alexandria  county,  which 
dismissed  a  petition  to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will    Carter* s  Heirs  y.  CSttdng^  114. 

ASSIGNMENT. 
A  nominal  plainlaff,  suing  for  the  benefit  of  his  assignee,  cannot,  by  a  dismiflwJ  of  liie 
suit  under  a  collusive  agreement  with  the  defendant,  create  a  valid  bar  against  a 
subsequent  suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action.     Welch  y.  MandeviUej  581. 
Public  Lands,  6 ;  Sale,  7. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

LnCITATIOKS,  &C.,  5. 

ATTACHMENT. 
An  equity  of  redemption  of  real  estate  in  Maryland  is  liable  to  attachment.    Pratt  v. 
LaWf  428. 

BARRATRY. 
Smppizfo. 

BILI.  IN  EQUITY. 
Eqxtity,  2 ;  Parties,  2 ;  Specific  Performance,  2. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES. 
1.  A  promissory  note,  given  by  one  member  of  a  commercial  company,  to  another 
member,  for  the  use  of  the  company,  will  msuntain  an  action  at  law  by  the  promisee 
in  his  own  name,  against  the  maker,  notwithstanding  the  money,  when  recovered, 
would  belong  to  the  company.     Van  Ness  v.  Forrest,  10. 
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2.  B J  making  a  note  payable  at  a  bank,  the  maker  iraives  his  right  to  offset  a  daim 
against  the  payee,  in  an  action  by  the  bank.  MandeviUe  y.  The  Union  Bank  of 
Georgetown,  238. 

*  MoBTOAOE ;  Fleadino  ;  Witness. 

BLOCKADE. 
Abandonment. 

BOND. 

1.  If  a  statute  direct  a  bond  to  be  taken  before  a  clearance  granted,  one  taken  after- 
wards is  not  necessarily  invalid.    Speake  v.  The  United  States,  242. 

2.  Where  the  law  requires  a  bond  in  a  penal  sum,  equal  to  double  the  value  of  the 
vessel,  both  parties  are  estopped,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  oppression,  and  circmn- 
vention,  from  denying  that  the  penal  sum,  inserted  by  mutual  consent,  was  in  &ct 
double  that  value,    lb. 

3.  A  bond  is  not  avoided  by  erasing  the  name  of  one  obligor,  and  inserting  the  name 
of  another  after  delivery,  by  consent  of  all  parties,  proved  by  paroL    lb, 

4.  Where  a  bond  was  given  by  the  agent  of  an  unincorporated  joint-stock  ccmipany, 
to  the  directors,  for  the  iaithful  peifoimance  of  his  duties,  &c.,  while  he  held  the 
office,  and  the  directors  were  appointed  annually,  and  changed  before  a  breach  of 
the  condition  of  the  bond,  the  agent  and  his  sureties  were  held  liable  to  an  action 
brought  by  the  obligees  after  they  had  ceased  to  be  directors.  Anderson  v.  Long^ 
den,  475. 

Bottohby;  Ehbabgo,  4;  Marshal;  Foob  Debtors;  Statutes,  6 ;  Writ  of 

Error,  8. 

BOTTOMRY. 

1.  To  support  a  bottomry  bond,  given  by  the  master,  it  must  appear  that  the  advances 
were  made  for  repairs  or  supplies,  necessary  for  effectuating  the  objects  of  the  voy- 
age, or  the  safety  of  the  ship,  and  that  they  could  not  have  been  obtained  on  the 
credit  of  the  owner.    The  Aurora,  477. 

2.  If  there  be  a  stipulation  for  bottomry  when  the  advances  are  made,  it  must  be 
understood  in  reference  to  the  then  next  voyage ;  and  if  the  bond  be  not  taken,  and 
that  voyage  is  made,  it  is  waived.    1 5. 

3.  A  creditor  who  advances  his  money  in  good  faith  to  relieve  the  ship  from  an  actual 
arrest  for  repairs  and  supplies  constituting  a  lien  by  the  marine  law,  may  stipulate 
for  a  bottomiy  bond ;  but  a  mere  threat  of  arrest  by  a  general  creditor  is  not  suffi* 
cient    lb, 

4.  If  different  claims  are  embraced  in  such  a  bond,  some  of  which  would  and  some 
would  not  support  it,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  creditor  clearly  to  distinguish  them,  and 
show  their  respective  origin  and  character.    Ih. 

5.  A  second  bond,  indnding  what  was  due  upon  an  original  invalid  bond,  cannot  be 
supported  for  that  amount    lb. 

Prize,  51. 

CAPTURE. 

1.  In  order  to  constitute  a  capture,  some  act  should  be  done  indicative  of  an  intention 
to  seize  and  to  retain  as  prize ;  it  is  sufficient  if  such  intention  is  fiurly  to  be  inferred 
firom  the  conduct  of  the  captor.     The  Grotius,  884. 

2.  The  fact,  that  the  commander  of  a  private  armed  vessel  was  an  alien  enemy  at  the 
time  of  the  capture  made  by  him,  does  not  invalidate  such  capture.  The  Mary  and 
Susan,  461. 

VOL.  III.  55 


660  INDEX. 

ItnSBirATXOHAL  Law,   8;  Jubisdictzok;  Fbzzb,  22.  28.  28.  82.  86.  87.  52-57; 

Salyaob;  ScAMBir. 

CASE  QUESTIONED. 

JURISDZOTIOH,  2. 

CHAMPERTY. 
Deed,  1. 

CHANCERY. 
EguiTT. 

CHARITY. 
Church,  8-12. 

CHARTER  PARTY. 
Shiffino. 

CHEROKEE  INDIANS. 
Public  Lands,  27.  28 ;  Treaty,  1. 

CHURCH. 

I.  The  religious  establishment  of  England  was  adopted  bj  the  colonj  of  Vltginia, 
together  with  the  common  law  npon  that  subject,  as  &r  as  it  was  Applicable  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  colony.     Terrett  y.  Tayhr,  249. 

8.  The  act  of  Virginia  of  1776,  confirming  to  the  church  its  rights  to  lands,  was  not 
inconsiBtent  with  the  constitution  or  bill  of  rights  of  Viiginia ;  nor  did  the  acts  of 
1784,  c  88,  and  1785,  c.  87,  infringe  any  of  the  rights  intended  to  be  secured  under 
the  coniUitntion,  either  civil,  political,  or  religious,    lb, 

8.  The  acts  of  1798,  c.  9,  and  1801,  c.  5,  so  &r  as  they  go  to  divest  the  Episcopal 
church  of  the  property  acquired  previous  to  the  Revolution,  by  purchase  or  dona- 
.  tion,  are  unconstitutional,  and  inoperative.    lb, 

4.  The  act  of  1 798,  c.  9,  merely  repeab  the  statutes  passed  respecting  the  church  since 
the  Revolution ;  and  left  in  full  operation  all  the  statutes  previously  enacted,  so  £u 
as  they  are  not  inconsstent  with  the  present  constitution.    lb. 

5.  The  freehold  of  the  church  lands  is  in  the  parson.    lb. 

6.  Church-wardens  are  not  a  corporation  for  holding  lands.    lb, 

7.  Church  lands  cannot  be  sold  without  the  j<nnt  consent  of  the  panon  (i£  there  be 
one)  and  the  vestry.    lb. 

8.  The  Church  of  England  is  not  a  body  corporate,  and  cannot  receive  a  donation  eo 
nomine. 

9.  A  grant  to  the  church  of  such  a  place  ia  good  at  common  law,  and  vests  the  fee  in 
the  parson  and  his  successors. 

10.  If  such  a  grant  be  made  by  the  crown,  it  cannot  be  resumed  by  the  crown  at  its 
pleasure,    lb, 

II.  Land,  at  common  law,  may  be  granted  to  pious  uses  before  there  is  a  grantee  in 
existence  competent  to  take  it,  and  in  the  mean  time  the  fee  will  be  in  abey- 
ance.   75. 

12.  Such  a  grant  cannot  be  resumed  at  the  pleasure  of  the  crown.    lb. 

18.  The  common  law,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  erection  of  Episcopal  churches,  the 
right  to  present  or  collate  to  such  churches,  and  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  par- 
sons thereof  to  take  in  succession,  was  recognized  and  adopted  in  New  Hamp- 
shire,   lb. 
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14.  It  belonged  exclnayelT'to  the  crown  to  erect  the  cliurch,  in  each  town,  that  shonld 
be  entitled  to  take  the  glebe,  and  upon  such  erection  to  collate,  through  the  gover- 
nor, a  parson  to  the  benefice,    i  b. 

15.  A  Yoluntarjr  society  of  Episicopalians  within  a  town,  unauthorized  hy  the  crown, 
could  not  entitle  themselves  to  the  glebe.    2  b. 

16.  Where  no  such  church  was  duly  erected  by  the  crown,  the  glebe  remained  as  an 
hasreditas  jacensy  and  the  State,  which  succeeded  to  the  rights  of  the  crown,  mighti 
with  the  assent  of  the  town,  alien  or  incumber  it ;  or  might  erect  an  Episcopalian 
church  therein,  and  collate,  either  directly,  or,  through  the  vote  of  the  town,  indi- 
rectly, its  parson,  who  would  thereby  become  seised  of  the  glebe  ^ure  eccledas^  and 
be  a  corporation  capable  of  transmitting  the  inheritance.    Jb. 

17.  By  the  Bevolution,  the  State  of  Vermont  succeeded  to  all  the  rights  of  the  crown 
to  the  unappropriated,  as  well  as  appropriated  glebes. 

18.  By  the  statute  of  Vermont  of  SOtii  October,  1794,  the  respective  towns  became 
entitled  to  the  property  of  the  glebes  therein  situated.    lb, 

19.  No  Episcopal  church  in  Vermont  can  be  entitled  to  the  glebe,  unless  it  was  duly 
erected  by  Uie  crown  before  the  Revolution,  or  by  the  State,  nnce.  Toum  ofPaiuh 
let  V.  Clark,  858. 

Gbant. 

CITIZEN. 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  1.  2 ;  Douiczlb,  2-5. 

CODEPENDANT. 
Answeb,  1. 

COMMON  LAW. 
Church,  1.  9. 11. 18;  Courts  of  the  United  States,  8, 

COMPTROLLER. 
Marshal. 

CONDITION.  . 
Grant,  1. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS. 
Insurance,  9. 

CONSIGNOR  AND  CONSIGNEE. 
Parties,  1 ;  Prize,  41  -  46. 48.  49 ;  Sale,  5  -  7 ;  Stoppaqe  in  Transitu. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 
The  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  85,)  is  a  constitutional  and 
valid  law.    Mctrtin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee,  562. 

Church,  2-4. 10. 12 ;  Grant,  2. 

CONTINUANCE. 
Abatement. 

CONTRACT. 
1.  If  a  proposal  is  made  by  letter,  which  also  states  that  the  writer  will  empower  A  to 
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act  to  him,  and  the  penon  who  receirefl  the  proposal  appliet  to  A,  and  makea 
known  his  acceptance,  but  A  infonns  him  he  has  receiyed  no  instroctiDDa,  aad  will 
not  act,  there  is  no  complete  agreement    Barr  y.  Lapiley,  502. 

8.  If  a  purchaser  of  city  lots  stipulates  to  build,  within  a  limited  time,  a  hoose  on  eveij 
third  lot  purchased,  or  in  that  proportion,  and  receives  conTCjances  £br  the  greater 
part  of  the  lots,  he  is  not  bound  to  build  in  proportion  to  the  lots  conyeyed,  unleas 
the  whole  number  be  oonyeyed.    Pratt  y.  low,  428. 

8.  In  a  case  where  it  would  be  difficult  to  ascertain  the  injuiy  resulting  from  tiie 
breach  of  contract,  or  the  sum  in  damages,  bjr  which  the  injuiy  might  be  compen- 
sated, this  court  will  not  themselyes  ascertain  the  injury  nor  the  damages,  nor  direct 
an  issue  quantum  damnifieatus,    lb, 

4.  Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  has  been  in  part  executed  by  a  oonyeyaBoe 
of  part  of  the  land,  and  the  yendor  is  unable  to  conyey  the  readue,  a  cooit  of 
equity  will  sometimes  decree  the  repayment  of  a  proportionate  part  of  the  purchase- 
money  with  interest    lb. 

MiSTAKs;  Rkbcissiok  or  Contbacts;  Specific  Febformakce;  Tbsatt,  1. 

CORPORATION. 
Chitbch,  6. 8. 18. 16. 

COSTS, 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  5. 

COURTS  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

1.  The  Act  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  oi  a  Territoiy,  and  the  defendant  of  a  State, 
does  not  enable  the  courts  of  the  United  States  to  take  juzisdiction.  The  Corpanr 
turn  of  New  Orleans  y.  Winler,  476. 

2.  Nor  do  the  further  &ct8,  that  some  of  the  joint  plaintiffs,  who  might  haye  sued 
seyerally,  are  citizens  of  one  State  and  the  defendant  of  another  State.    lb. 

8.  Qucere,  whether  the  courts  of  the  United  States  have  jurisdiction  of  ofiences  at 
common  law  against  the  United  States.     United  States  y.  CooUdge^  612. 

4.  This  court  has  jurisdiction,  wfiere  one  party  claims  land  under  a  grant  from  the 
State  of  New  Ebtmpshire,  and  the  other  under  a  grant  from  the  State  of  Vermont, 
although,  at  the  time  of  the  first  grant,  Vermont  was  part  of  New  Hampshire.  The 
Town  of  Patdel  y.  Clarhy  858. 

5.  Under  the  11th  and  20th  sections  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  78,)  the 
circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  have  jurisdiction  of  writs  of  right ;  if  ^  yalue 
of  the  bnd  demanded  does  not  exceed  $500  it  affects  the  costs.  Green  r.  LUer, 
104. 

6.  If  a  sdznre,  by  a  collector,  for  a  yiolation  of  the  reyenue  laws  of  the  United  States 
be  yoluntarily  abandoned,  and  the  property  restored  before  the  Ubel  or  information 
be  filed  and  allowed,  the  district  court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  The  Brig 
Ann^  856. 

Amendment;  Appeal;  Fbize,  57.  58;  Treaty,  8 

CRIMEa 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  8;  Evidence,  6. 

CUSTOM  AND  USAGE. 
Insurance,  6. 
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DAMAGES. 
Where  the  action  is  brought  for  a  sum  certain,  or  which  may  be  rendered  certda  If 
computation,  judgment  for  the  damages  may  be  entered  by  the  court  without  a  writ 
of  inquiry.    Renner  t.  Marshall^  526. 

Contract,  8 ;  Jurisdictioh.  • 

DEED. 

1.  Under  the  Act  of  AmaaAAy  of  Kentucky,  of  1798,  entitled,  ''An  act  conoemtng 
champerty  and  maintenance,"  a  deed  will  pass  the  title  to  lands,  notwithstanding 
an  adyerse  possession.     Walden  t.  The  Heirs  of  GratZj  656. 

2.  A  question  under  a  bill  in  chanceiy,  to  obtain  from  the  defendants  a  conveyance 
of  a  tract  of  land,  in  Kentucky,  held  by  them  as  the  property  of  the  original  gralitee, 
confiscated  to  the  State,  and  chiimed  by  the  plaintifis  under  an  equity  arising  finom 
a  sale  made  by  the  original  grantee  of  another  tract  of  land,  to  which  it  was  alleged 
he  erroneously  supposed  himself  legally  entitled  under  the  same  warrant  and  sonrey. 
BlU  dismissed.    Russel  y.  The  Trustees  of  the  Tnmsyloania  University^  622. 

3.  An  erasure,  or  interlineation,  apparent  on  the  fiice  of  a  deed,  does  not  ayoid  it, 
imless  shown  to  have  been  made  fraudulently,  or  without  the  assent  of  those  affected. 
Speake  y.  Uniled  States,  242. 

Evidence,  5 ;  Limitations,  &C.,  7.  8 ;  .Wat. 

DEFENDANT. 
Answer,  1. 

DELIVERY. 

Sale,  1 ;  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

DEPOSITION. 
1.  It  is  a  fiUal  objection  to  a  deposition  taken  under  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  sect 

80,  that  it  was  opened  out  of  court    Beale  y.  Thompsouj  29. 
2  A  certificate,  by  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court,  upon  a  deposition,  that  it  was  filed 

after  the  trial,  controls  the  &ct  that  it  is  found  on  the  record,  shows  that  it  foimed 

no  part  of  the  cause  in  the  circuit  court,  and  opens  it  to  eyery  exception,  as  if 

offered  here  for  the  first  time.     The  Samuel,  447. 
8.  ^  That  the  deponent  is  a  seaman,  on  board  a  gunboat,  in  the  harbor  of  Newport, 

and  liable  to  be  ordered  to  some  other  place,  and  not  to  be  able  to  attend  the  trial," 

is  not  legal  cause  for  taking  his  deposition  de  bene  esse,    lb, 

4.  If  it  were,  it  must  appear  also  that  the  witness  could  not  attend  at  the  triaL    lb. 

Answer,  1. 

DISSEISIN. 
Seisin  and  Disseisin. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBLL 
Answer,  8 ;  Appeal  ;  Insurance,  9. 

DOMICILE. 
1.  A  merchant  haying  a  fixed  residence  at  the  place  of  his  Inrth,  and  carrying  on 
business  there,  does  not  acquire  a  foreign  commercial  character  by  occasional  yuits 
to  another  country.    The  Nereide,  892. 
55* 
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S.  A  naturalized  citizen,  who,  in  time  of  peace,  retanu  to  has  natire  ooontry  fixr  the 
purpose  of  trade,  bat  with  the  intention  of  retnming  again  to  his  adopted  coontrj, 
continuing  in  the  former  a  year  after  the  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  war  between 
the  two  countries,  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  a  complicated  business,  and  eng^ 
ing  in  no  new  commercial  transactions  whatever  with  the  enemy,  and  actnallj 
returning  to  his  adopted  country  in  a  little  more  than  a  year  after  his  first  knowledge 
of  the  war,  is  to  be  con«dered  as  having  gained  a  domicile  in  his  native  ooontrf, 
and  his  goods,  captured  after  the  war,  lii^le  to  condemnation.    The  FraneeSy  163. 

3.  Domicile  of  a  neutral,  or  citizen,  in  an  enemy's  country,  subjects  his  proper^  em- 
barked in  trade,  to  capture  on  the  high  seas.    lb.  363, 178. 

4.  If  he  cause  property  to  be  shipped  before  war  be  declared,  or  before  its  dedaratkm 
be  known,  it  is,  like  other  enemies'  property,  liable  to  capture.     TV  Venus^  Supra. 

5.  But  these  effects  of  domicile  cease  from  the  moment  he  puts  himself  in  motkxi, 
hand  fide^  to  qnt  the  country,  intending  not  to  return.    Ih. 

DUTIES. 
Bevexue  Laws. 

EJECTMENT. 
Executors  and  Admikistbatobs,  2. 

EMBARGO. 

1.  Under  the  11th  section  of  the  Embargo  Act,  <^  25th  April,  1808,  (2  Stats,  at  Laige, 
499,)  the  collector  was  justified  in  detaining  a  vessel  by  his  honest  opinion  that  there 
was  an  intention  to  violate  or  evade  the  provisions  of  the  embargo  laws.  It  was  not 
necessary  for  him  to  show  that  his  suspicion  was  reasonable.    Crotoell  v.  M^Fadooy  38. 

2.  Under  the  Embargo  Law  of  April  25, 1808,  (2  Stats,  at  Laige,  499,  s.  11,)  the 
collector  was  justified  in  detaining  a  vessel,  if  he,  in  fact,  entertained  an  opinion  that 
the  law  was  about  to  be  vioUted ;  he  was  not  bound  to  show  probable  cause  fixr  that 
opinion,  or  due  diligence  in  fi>rming  it.    Otuy.Watkins^^lA. 

3.  But  it  was  competent  for  the  ship-owner  to  show  malice,  and  that  the  collector  acted 
from  that  motive,  and  in  fact  had  not  the  said  opinion..  Ih. 

4.  A  bond  was  given  to  J.  S.,  the  collector  of  the  district  of  Petersburg,  under  the  2d 
section  of  the  Embargo  Act  of  the  22d  December,  1807,  (2  Stats,  at  Lai^ge,  4A3,) 
and  a  suit  was  afterwards  brought  by  him  on  the  same  bond  in  the  district  coort, 
and  pending  the  proceedings,  to  wit,  on  the  SOth  of  October,  1811,  the  collector  &d ; 
and  judgment  was  recovered  in  fiivor  of  the  United  States,  on  the  30tii  of  Novem- 
ber, 181 1.  On  the  26  th  of  the  same  November,  J.  J.  was  appointed  collector  of  the 
same  district,  and  entered  on  the  duties  of  his  office  on  the  14th  of  December,  1811 ; 
until  which  time  T.  S.,  who  was  deputy  collector  under  J.  S.  at  his  decease,  con- 
tinued as  such  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office.  The  judgment  of  the  district 
court  was  subsequently  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court  When  the  bond  was  taken, 
A.  T.  was  surveyor  of  the  district,  and  continued  in  that  office  until  his  death,  iribidi 
was  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  on  the  bond  and  befine  judgment  thereon, 
and  was  succeeded  by  J.  H.  P.,  who  was  appointed  on  the  SOth  of  March,  1811, 
and  entered  on  the  duties  of  his  office  on  the  16th  of  the  same  month.  It  was  hdd, 
that  the  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased  collector  and  surveyor,  and  not 
their  successors  in  office,  were  entiUed  to  that  portion  of  the  -penalty  which  is,  by 
law,  to  be  distributed  among  the  revenue  officers  of  the  district  where  it  was  incur- 
red. There  being  no  naval  officer  in  the  district,  the  division  was  aii^udged  to  be 
made  in  equal  proportions  between  the  collector  and  surveyor.  ■Tbnet  t.  Skm^i 
Executor;  The  UnUed  States  v.  Jtmes,  688. 
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ENEMY  PROPERTY. 
Prize. 

ENEMY'S  LICENSE. 
PsizE,  il-28. 

ENTRY. 
Public  Lands,  4.  6.  9-12. 16;  18.  21.  24.  27.  29;  SEism  and  Disseisin;  Wbit 

OF  Right,  8. 

EQUITY. 

1.  Equity  cannot  relieve  where  it  is  impossible  to  reinstate  the  parties,  and  real  &ult 
IS  imputable  to  the  complainant    Pratt  v.  Carroll,  471.  226. 

2.  A  complainant  in  equity  cannot  obtain  a  decree  for  more  than  he  has  asked  in  his 
bill    Simms  y.  Guthire,  236. 

Answer  ;  Contract,  8.  4 ;  Deed,  2 ;  Mortgage  ;  Parties,  2 ;  Public  Lands, 
7-9;  Rescission  of  Contracts;  Specific  Performance. 

ESCAPE. 
The  marshal  is  liable  for  the  escape  of  a  debtor  whom  he  has  committed  to  a  State  jaJL 
Randolph  t.  Donaldson,  274. 

Poor  Debtors^ 

ESTOPPEL. 
Bond,  2. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Evidence,  by  hearsay  and  general  reputation,  is  admissible  only  as  to  pedigree,  but 
not  to  establish  the  freedom  of  the  petitioner's  ancestor,  and  thence  to  deduce  his  or 
her  own.    Davis  v.  Wood,  446. 

^  Verdicts  are  evidence  between  parties  and  privies  only ;  and  a  record,  proving  the 
ancestor's  freedom  to  have  been  established  in  a  suit  against  another  party,  to  whom 
the  ancestor  was  sold  by  the  present  defendant,  is  inadmissible  evidence  to  prove 
the  petitioner's  freedom.    lb, 

8.  The  certificate  of  a  person  styling  himself  clerk  of  Baltimore  county  court,  that  the 
paper  to  which  his  certificate  is  annexed  is  a  copy  of  a  deed  taken  from  the 
records  of  that  court,  unaccompanied  by  such  a  certificate  as  the  act  of  congress 
requires,  to  show  that  the  attestation  is  in  due  form,  &c.,  does  not  make  the  copy 
evidence  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 'States  for  Virginia.  Drummon^s  Admin" 
istrators  v.  Magruder  fl*  Co.'s  Trustees,  290. 

4.  But  as  the  objection  was  technical  merely,  the  bill  was  not  dismissed ;  the  cause  was 
remanded  to  the  circuit  court  for  further  proceedings.    2b, 

5.  If  the  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  claims  the  whole  tract,  a  deed,  showing  that  he 
has  only  an  undivided  interest  in  the  tract,  may  be  given  in  evidence.  Doe  v.  ATFar^ 
land,  802. 

6.  A  party  who  offers  an  excute  for  violating  a  penal  statute,  must  make  out  the  vii 
major  under  which  he  shelters  himself,  so  as  to  leave  no  reasonable  doubt  of  his 
innocence.    Brig  Struggle  v.  The  United  States,  269.  .    . 

7.  Circumstances  will  sometimes  outweigh  positive  testimony.    lb. 

Answer;  Bond,  3 ;  Further  Proof  ;  Prize,  63-65. 
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EXECUTION. 
JUIK2MBKT;  Marshal. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  The  removal  of  a  qualified  executor  from  the  State  does  not  disqualify  him,  nor 
enable  the  ordinary,  in  South  Carolina,  to  appoint  an  administrator.  If  the  ordinary 
appoint  an  adminikrator  of  an  estate,  of  which  Uiere  is  an  executor  capable  of  act- 
ing, he  exceeds  his  jurisdiction,  and  his  act  is  ydd.     Griffith  ▼.  JFVozier,  1. 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  that  an  executor  of  a  will,  made  in  Yiiginia,  devising  to  the 
executor  land  in  Kentucky,  should  take  out  letters  testamentary  in  Kentucky,  to 
enable  him  to  nuuntMn  an  ejectment  for  the  land  in  Kentucky.  Doe  t.  ITFar- 
land,  802. 

Judgment. 

FORFEITURE. 
Embargo,  4;  Infoiimatiok;  Prize,  5. 10, 18.  50;  Statutes,  2. 

FREEDOM. 
Evidence,  l.  2. 

FREIGHT. 

1.  If  a  neutral  ship,  laden  in  part  with  neutral  and  in  part  with  enemy's  property,  be 
captured,  (he  whole  freight  is  not  a  charge  on  the  property  condemned ;  that  pays 
only  its  own  freight     The  ArUorUa  Johanna^  506. 

2.  A  neutral  ship,  laden  with  proyisions,  enemy's  property,  and  the  growth  of  die 
enemy's  country,  specially  permitted  to  be  exported  for  the  supply  of  his  forces,  is 
not  entitled  to  freight    The  Commercen,  597. 

8.  It  makes  no  difference,  in  such  a  case,  that  the  enemy  is  carrying  on  a  distinct  war, 
in  conjunction  with  his  allies,  who  are  friends  of  the  captor's  country,  and  that  the 
provi^ons  are  intended  for  the  supply  of  his  troops  engaged  in  that  war,  and  that 
the  ship  in  which  they  are  transported  belongs  to  subjects  of  one  of  those  allies,  and 
is  destined  to  a  neutral  port    lb. 

4.  If  a  neutral  vessel  be  captured  on  her  outward  voyage  from  En^and  to  Amelia 
Island,  carrying  a  hostile  cargo,  which  is  condemned,  and  if^  by  the  charter-party, 
the  outward  cargo  is  to  be  carried  free  of  freight,  but  the  homeward  cargo  is  to  pay 
at  a  certain  rate,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  nature  of  the  cargo,  yet  the  court  will 
decree  freight  to  Amelia  Island  on  the  outward  cargo,  to  bo  assessed  upon  the  princi- 
ples of  a  quantum  meruit.     The  Ship  Societe,  837. 

Shipping,  1-8. 

FURTHER  PROOF. 

1.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  course  to  make  an  order  for  farther  proof  in  this  court,  in  a 
prize  cause ;  and  such  order  will  not  be  made,  when  there  is  reason  to  believe  the 
applicant  has  suppressed  important  documentary  evidence,  but  the  court  will  pro> 
ceed  to  condemnation.     The  St.  Lawrence,  210. 

2.  Alitevy  where  the  documents  not  produced  in  the  court  below  are  shown  here  in 
support  of  the  application,  and  they  appear  to  support  the  applicant's  title,  and  there 
is  no  reason  to  suppose  they  were  kept  back  unfisdrly.    1  h. 

8.  Where  the  affidavits  produced  on  the  order  for  further  proof  are  positive,  but  tfaor 
credibility  imparied  by  the  non-production  of  letters  mentioned  in  the  affidavits,  a 
second  order  for  ftirther  proof  will  be  allowed  in  the  appellate  court.  The  Franca, 
167. 
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4.  Where  it  did  not  distinctly  appear  whether  enough  had  been  done  to  amount  to  a 
capture,  an  order  for  further  proof  was  made.     The  Groliusy  219. 

5.  Further  proof  directed,  the  national  character  not  distinctly  appearing.  Schooner 
Adeline  and  CargOj  850. 

6.  Purdier  proof  ordered.     The  Frances^  172 ;  The  -3fary,-186 ;    The  Venus,  484. 

7.  Further  proof,  by  the  claimant,  inconsistent  with  that  already  in  the  case,  refused. 
The  Euphrates,  183. 

8.  Time  for  further  proof  refused.    Cargo  of  Ship  Hazard  v.  Campbell,  834. 

Fbize,  46. 

GRANT. 

1.  A  grant  of  a  tract  of  land,  in  equal  shares,  to  63  persons,  to  be  divided  amongst  them 
into  68  equal  shares,  with  a  specific  appropriation  of  5  shares,  conveys  only  a  sixty- 
eighth  part  to  each  person.  If  one  of  the  shares  be  declared  to  be  <*  for  a  glebe  for 
the  Church  of  England,  as  by  law  established,"  that  share  is  not  holden  in  trust  by 
the  grantees,  nor  is  it  a  condition  annexed  to  their  rights  or  shares.  Tovm  ofPenolet 
V.  darky  858. 

2.  A  legislative  grant  cannot  be  repealed.    J  b. 

Chubch,  9-12 ;  Courts  of  the  United  States,  4 ;  Lucitations  &c.,  7.  8 ; 

Public  Lands,  25. 

INFORMATION. 
A  libel,  by  the  United  States,  in  the  admiralty,  to  procure  a  forfeiture,  is  an  infoima- 
don.  The  same  technical  nicety  is  not  required  as  in  indictments  at  common  law ; 
it  is  sufficient  if  the  offence  be  described  in  the  words  of  the  law,  and  so  set  forth 
that,  if  the  allegations  be  true,  the  offence  must  be  within  the  statute.  27ie  Samuel, 
447. 

INJUNCTION. 
Fabties,  2 ;  Practice,  8. 

INSOLVENT. 

1.  A  discharge  under  the  act  of  assembly  of  Rhode  Island,  of  1756,  from  all  debts, 
duties,  contracts,  and  demands,  outstanding  at  the  time  of  such  discharge,  upon  sur- 
render of  all  the  debtor's  property,  will  not  protect  him  against  a  debt  contracted  in 
a  foreign  country.     Claries  Executor  v.  Van  Reimsdyk,  804. 

2.  The  trustee  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  represents  the  cred- 
itors of  the  insolvent,  and  can  take  advantage  of  a  £ulure  to  record  a  mortgage, 
which  the  law  makes  void  as  to  creditors.     The  Bank  of  Alexandria  v.  Herbert,  14. 

S.  Under  the  acts  of  March  8, 1797,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  515,  s.  5,)  and  March,  2, 1799, 
(1  Stats,  at  Large,  677,  s.  65,)  the  insolvency  necessary  to  give  the  United  States  a 
priority  must  be  a  legal  insolvency,  and  not  a  mere  fiulure  or  inability  to  pay  debts. 
Prince  v.  Bartlett,  207. 

4.  The  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  the  8d  of  March,  1797,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  515,)  giving 
a  priority  of  payment  to  the  United  States,  out  of  the  effects  of  their  debtors,  did  not 
apply  to  a  debt  due  before  the  passing  of  that  act,  although  the  balance  was  not 
adjusted  at  the  treasury  until  after  the  act  was  passed.  The  United  States  v.  Bryan^ 
889. 

Ai<rswER,  1. 

INSURANCE. 

1.  Where  a  technical  total  loss  is  sought  to  be  maintained  upon  the  mere  ground  of 
deterioration  of  the  cargo,  at  an  intermediate  port,  to  a  moiety  of  its  value,  all 
deterioration  of  memorandum  articles  must  be  excluded  from  the  estimate.  Marcardier 
T.  Chesapeake  Jtis.  Co,,  15. 
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8.  Therefore,  in  a  cargo  of  a  mixed  character,  no  abandonment  for  mere  deteiiamiio& 
in  ralue  during  the  Toyage,  can  be  valid,  unless  the  damage  on  the  noQ-fflemonuii&xm 
articles  exceed  a  moiety  of  the  value  of  the  whole  cai^go,  including  the  memonui- 
dum  articles.    Jh. 

8.  The  insurer  on  memorandum  articles  is  only  liable  for  a  total  loss,  which  can  never 
happen  where  the  cargo,  oi*  a  part  of  it,  has  been  sent  on  by  the  insured,  and 
reaches  the  original  port  of  its  destination.    Morean  v.  United  Staie»  Ins,  Co^  527, 

4.  Where  the  ship  being  cast  on  shore  near  the  port  of  destination,  the  agent  of  the 
insured  employed  persons  to  unlade  as  much  of  the  caigo  (of  com)  as  could  be 
saved ;  and  nearly  one  half  was  landed,  dried,  and  sent  on  to  the  port  of  dewtinatian, 
and  sold  by  the  consignees  at  about  one  quarter  the  price  of  sound  com;  tliis  was 
held  not  to  be  a  total  loss,  and  the  insurer  not  to  be  liable.    lb, 

6.  If  a  cax^go  be  insured  in  several  different  policies,  and  in  one  the  inv(noe  mble  is 
Talaed,  and  in  others  not — in  adjusting  a  loss  under  the  valued  policy,  the  cost  of  the 
whole  cargo  is  to  be  brought  into  dollars,  reckoning  the  mble  at  its  agreed  value ; 
and  the  amounts  actually  paid  under  the  other  policies  being  deducted,  the  residue 
of  the  loss  is  the  amount  due.    Plecuumts  v.  Maryland  Ins.  Cb.,  22. 

6.  A  policy  on  goods,  to  be  safelj  landed  at  L^ora,  is  dischaiged  by  Umding  them 
at  the  Lazaretto ;  that  being  the  place  of  landing  under  the  usage  of  the  trade. 
Grade  v.  Marine  Ins,  Co.  of  Baltimore,  32. 

7.  Nor  does  it  vary  the  case  that  a  part  of  the  cargo  renuuned  on  board  the  ship  until 
the  arrival  of  the  French  troops,  when  the  departure  of  the  vessel  was  prohifaited 
by  the  general,  and  the  ransom  made.     Grade  v.  Maryland  Ins*  Co^  ^' 

8.  Under  the  6th  and  8th  sections  of  the  Act  of  Assembly  of  Yiiginia,  of  the  22d 
of  December,  1 794,  property  pledged  to  the  Mutual  Assurance  Society,  Sec,  oon- 
tanues  liable  for  assessments,  on  account  of  the  losses  insured  against,  in  the  hands 
of  a  bond  fide  purchaser  without  notice.  Mvtud  Assurance ^Sodety  t.  WaW^s  Ex- 
ecutory 549. 

9.  A  mere  change  of  sovereignty  produces  no  change  in  the  state  of  rights  existii^  in 
the  soil ;  and  the  cession  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  national  government 
did  not  affect  the  lien,  created  by  the  above  act,  on  real  property  situate  in  the  town 
of  Alexandria,  though  the  peracmal  character  or  liability  of  a  member  of  die  society 
could  not  be  thereby  forced  on  a  purchaser  of  such  property,    lb. 

Abandonment. 

INTEREST. 
Specific  Pekfobmance,  5. 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW. 

1.  The  principles  of  reason  and  justice,  which  constitute  the  unwritten  law  of  nations, 
are,  in  some  degree,  fixed  and  rendered  stable  by  judicial  decisions.  Hdrty  Hogs- 
heads of  Sugar  v.  Boyle,  827. 

2.  The  rules,  that  neutral  bottoms  make  neutral  goods,  and  that  enemies'  bottoms 
make  enemies*  goods,  are  not  only  separable  in  their  nature,  but  have  been  generally 
separated ;  and  they  are  hold,  by  the  United  States,  to  be  distinct,    lb. 

8.  Consequently,  a  stipulation  for  the  former  rule,  in  a  treaty,  does  not  silently  intro* 
duce  the  latter,    lb. 

4.  The  fact  that  Spain  administers  the  Utter  rule  as  against  neutrals,  docs  not  author- 
ize this  court  to  retaliate  upon  Spanish  subjects  a  like  departure  from  the  law  of 
nations,  without  legislation  directing  it    lb. 

H,  A  neutral  may  lawfully  ship  his  goods  on  board  an  armed  belligerent  vessel,  and  if 
her  force  is  used  in  a  combat  in  which  he  gives  no  aid,  his  goods  are  not  affected,  /ft. 

6.  The  right  of  search  is  not  a  right  wantonly  to  vex  or  control  neutral  commeroe,  or 
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indulge  idle  cttriofflty ;  but  it  grows  out  of,  and  is  ancillary  to,  the  ri^t  of  capture ; 
and  can  nerer  arise  except  as  a  mean  to  that  end.     The  Nereide^  S92. 

7.  Nentral  muniments,  however  regular  and  formal,  if  colorable  only,  do  not  affect 
belligerent  rights.     The  Rugen^  465. 

8.  If  a  capture  be  made  hj  a  privateer,  which  had  been  illegally  equipped  in  a  neutral 
country,  the  prize  courts  of  such  neutral  country  have  power,  and  it  is  their  duty, 
to  restore  the  captured  property,  if  brought  within  their  jurisdiction,  to  its  owner. 
The  Brig  Alerta  and  Cargo  v.  Bias  Moratiy  879. 

9.  The  seizure  of  a  vessel,  by  the  naval  force  of  the  United  States,  in  waters  belong- 
ing to  another  friendly  power,  does  not  render  unlawful  regular  judicial  proceedings 
against  the  vessel,  instituted  after  her  arrival  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States.    Ship  Richmond  v.  UnUed  States,  285.  I 

Fbeioht,  2.  3 ;   Jubisdictiok  ;   Prize,  2  -  4.  30  -  35.  37.  89.  56 ;    Salvage,  2-4. 

ISSUE. 

CONTBACT,  3. 

JOINDER  OP  PARTIES. 
Fabties  ;  Wbit  of  Right,  1. 

JUDGMENT. 
A  judgment  rendered  against  one  as  administrator,  who  is  not  such,  is  void,  and  the 
levy  of  an  execution  issuing  on  such  judgment  passes  no  title  to  the  property  levied 
on.    ChriffUh  v.  Frasaer,  1. 

Abatement,  2 ;  Pabties,  2 ;  Prize,  59. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  If  a  privateer  of  another  nation  is  recaptured  by  one  of  our  privateers,  and  libelled 
for  sidvage,  a  court  of  admiralty  cannot  entertun  jurisdiction  to  give  damages 
against  the  foreign  privateer,  for  an  alleged  tortious  capture  of  a  vessel  belonging  to 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  though  such  vessel  is  no  longer  in  the  possession  of 
the  foreign  captor,  and  therefore  cannot  be  proceeded  against  in  his  own  courts. 
VlnvindhU,  582. 

2.  The  case  of  Del  Cd  v.  AmM^  8  D.  336,  questioned.    Ih, 
Courts  of  the  United  States  ;  Exegutobs  and  Admikistratobs,  1 ;  Inter- 
national Law,  8;  Prize,  2-4. 

JURY. 
Writ  of  Error,  4. 

LAW  OF  NATIONS. 
International  Law. 

UBEL. 
Information. 

LICENSE. 
Enemy's  License. 

LIEN. 
Irbubanob,  9;  Mortgage;  Prize,  29. 45;  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

LIMITATIONS  OF  SUITS. 
1.  The  statute  of  limitations  is  entitled  to  the  same  respect  with  other  statutes,  and 
ought  not  to  be  explained  awa^.    Clementson  v.  WilliamSf  80. 
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2.  An  acknowledgment  of  the  original  jostioe  of  a  claim  is  not  sufficient  to  take  the 

case  oat  of  the  statute  of  limitations ;  the  acknoidedgment  most  go  to  the  fiict  that 

it  is  still  due.    lb. 
8.  A  puchaser  without  notice  may  join  his  adTcnaiy  poesession  to  the  prior  osCensble 

possession  of  his  grantor,  to  make  a  bar  under  the  statute  of  limitationa.    Alexander 

▼.  Pendkton^  221. 
4.  An  adrene  possession  of  fi%  years,  with  knowledge  of  a  better  tide,  is  a  bar  to 

thattade.    lb. 
6.  The  llaiyland  statute  of  limitations  of  three  years  is  a  good  bar  to  an  action  of 

aatumpsitj  fyr  money  had  and  received,  brought  to  try  a  title  to  lands  in  the  city  of 

Washington,  under  the  5Ui  section  of  the  act  of  Maryland,  of  November,  1791, 

c  45.    BeaU^t  Admuiigtralors  t.  Bumes*$  Admmutratonj  41. 

6.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  of  Kentucky,  does  not  differ  essentiaUy  from  the  Eng- 
lish statute  of  the  2l8t  James  L  c  1,  and  is  to  be  construed  as  that  statute,  and  all 
other  acts  of  limitation  founded  upon  it,  have  been  construed.  The  whole  posses- 
sion must  be  taken  together ;  when  the  statute  has  once  b^nn  to  run  it  continnes ; 
and  an  adverse  possession  under  a  survey,  previous  to  its  being  carried  into  grant, 
may  be  connected  with  a  subsequent  poesession.     Walden  v.  Heirs  of  OnOz,  556. 

7.  Under  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  Tennessee,  passed  in  1797,  to  explain  an  act  of 
t&e  legislature  of  North  Carolina,  of  1715,  a  possession  of  seven  years  is  a  bar  oolj 
when  held  under  a  grant,  or  a  deed  founded  on  a  grant  PaUofCs  Leuee  ▼.  EasUmy 
640. 

8.  The  Act  of  Assembly  vesting  lands  in  the  trustees  of  the  town  of  Nashville,  is  a 
grant  of  those  lands,  and  when  the  defendant  showed  no  title  under  the  trustees,  nor 
under  any  other  grant,  his  possession  of  seven  years  was  held  insufficient  to  protect 
his  title  or  bar  that  of  the  plaintiff  under  a  conveyance  from  the  trustees.    75. 

LIS  PENDENS. 
A  suit  not  prosecuted  to  judgment  is  not  constructive  notice  of  a  daim  to  a  persoa 
who  did  not  purchase  pendente  lite.    Alexander  v.  Pendleton,  221. 

Abatement,  1. 

MAINTENANCE. 
Deed,  1. 

MARSHAL. 

1.  If  a  marshal,  before  the  date  of  his  official  bond,  receive,  upon  an  execution,  money 
due  to  the  United  States,  with  orders  from  the  comptroller  to  pay  it  into  the  Bank 
of  the  United  States,  which  he  neglects  to  do,  the  sureties  in  his  c^cial  bond, 
executed  afterwards,  are  not  liable  therefor  upon  the  bond,  although  the  monev 
remain  in  the  marshal's  hands  after  the  execution  of  the  bond.  United  Suae$  v. 
GiUa,  889. 

2.  The  comptroller  of  the  treasury  has  a  right  to  direct  the  marshal  to  whom  he  shall 
pay  money  received  upon  execution,  and  a  payment  according  to  such  directions  k 
good ;  and  it  seems  he  may  avail  himself  of  it  upon  the  trial,  without  having  sub- 
mitted it  as  a  ciaun  to  the  accounting  officers  of  the  treasury.    Ih. 

Escape. 

MARYLAND. 
Attachmekt. 

MISTAKE. 
An  agreement  in  a  court  of  common  law,  chancery,  or  piiae,  made  under  a  dear 
THi<rfAVAj  ^irill  be  set  aside.    The  Hiranif  627. 

J)kei>,  2. 
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M0BT6AGE. 

If  three  peraons  mortgage  their  joint  propertj  to  indemnify  the  drawer  of  bills  of 
exchange  drawn  for  their  accommodation,  in  case  of  protest;  and  if  each  of  the 
mortgagors  agrees  to  take  up  a  third  part  of  the  bills  upon  their  return  under  pro- 
test ;  and  if  two  of  them  neglect  to  take  up  their  two  thirds,  whereby  the  otheif 
mortgagor  is  compelled  to  take  up  the  whole  of  the  bills,  in  consequence  of  which 
he  requests  the  drawer  not  to  release  the  mortgage  but  to  hold  it  for  his  benefit,j  a 
lien  in  equity  is  thereby  created  upon  the  mortgaged  property  to  the  amount  of 
two  thirds  of  the  bills  in  &Yor  of  that  mortgagor  who  took  up  the  whole.  PraU  t. 
Law,  428. 

Attachment. 

MUNITIONS  OF  WAR. 
Tbade  with  the  Enemy. 

MUTINY. 

Statutes,  4. 

NATURALIZATION. 
Domicile,  2. 

NEUTRAL. 

Freight  ;  International  Law,  2-8;  Prize,  4.  20.  31.  89.  47.  56;  Revenue 

Laws,  4 ;  Salvage,  2-4. 

NON-INTERCOURSE. 

Statutes. 

NORTH  CAROLINA. 
Public  Lands,  25. 

NOTICE. 
Lis  Pendens. 

ORDERS  IN  COUNCIL. 
Prize,  7-12. 

ORPHANS'  COURT. 
Answer,  8 ;  Appeal. 

PARSON. 
Church,  5.  7.  9.  18.  14. 16. 

PARTIES. 

1.  If  two  joint  owners  of  the  merchandise  consign  it  to  b  merchant  for  sale,  and  inform 
him  that  each  owns  one  moiety ;  and  if  they  give  separate  and  variant  instruc- 
tions, each  for  his  own  moiety,  one  of  the  consignors  alone  may  maintain  a  separate 
action  against  the  consignee  for  a  Tiolation  of  his  separate  instmctions.  HaU  ▼. 
Leigh,  20. 

2.  A  bill  in  eqnity  to  enjoin  a  judgment  at  law  is*  not  to  be  considered  as  an  ori^nal 
Ull,  and  therefore  it  is  not  necessary  in  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction  to  make  other 
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parties,  if  the  introduction  of  those  parties  should  create  a  doabt  as  to  tlie  jniisdie- 
tion  of  the  court.    Simms  v.  Guthrie,  9  C.  19,  236. 

Prize,  50.  51 ;  Wbit  of  Bioht,  1. 

PARTNERSHIP. 
Bills  of  Exchange,  &c.,  1 ;  Salvage,  4. 

PATENT. 

The  act  of  January,  1808,  for  the  relief  of  Oliver  Evans,  does  not  authorize  those 
who  erected  his  machinery,  between  the  expiration  of  his  old  patent  and  the  issmng 
of  the  new  one,  to  use  it  after  the  issuing  of  the  latter.    Evans  t.  Jordan^  S31. 

Public  Lakds,  1-4. 8-10.  12.  18-20.  21-24. 

PAYMENT. 
Mabshai.. 

PEDIGREE. 
Eyidbncb,  1. 

PENAL  STATUTE. 
Evidence,  6. 

PENALTY. 
Embaxgo. 

PLEADING. 

1.  If  the  decbiration  be  upon  a  joint  note,  and  the  defendant  plead  that  the  note  is 
the  separate  note  of  one  of  the  defendants,  and  was  given  to  and  accepted  by  the 
plaintiff,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  this  plea  is  bad  upon  special  demurrer, 
because  it  amounts  to  the  general  issue.     Van  Ness  v.  Forestj  10. 

2.  A  denial  by  the  defendant  that  his  testator  gave  authority  to  A  to  draw  a  bill  of 
exchange,  is  not  a  denial  of  the  subsequent  assent  of  his  testator  to  the  drawing  of 
such  bilL    ClarJ^s  Executors  v.  Van  Riemsdyk,  304. 

Infobhation;  Wbit  of  Right,  1.  2.  6. 

POOR  DEBTORS. 

Under  the  laws  of  Rhode  Island,  a  discbarge,  according  to  the  act  for  the  relief  of 
poor  prisoners  for  debt,  although  obtained  by  fraud  and  perjury,  is  a  lawful  dis- 
charge, and  not  an  escape ;  and,  upon  such  a  discharge,  no  action  can  be  maintained 
upon  a  bond  for  the  liberty  of  the  prison  yard.    Ammidon  v.  Smith,  629. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  This  court  will  not  allow  a  tiew  claim  to  be  interposed  here,  but  will  remand  the 
cause  to  the  circuit  court,  where  it  may  be  presented.     7^«  Societe,  837. 

2.  When  merits  plainly  appear,  it  is  the  setded  practice  of  this  court,  in  admiralty,  to 
allow  a  new  allegation  to  be  filed,  and  for  this  puipose  to  remand  the  cause  to  the 
circuit  court     The  Schooner  Adeline  and  Cargo,  850. 

8.  Where  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  show  a  breacb  of  the  law,  but  tbe  information 
is  not  Bufficientiy  certain  to  authorize  a  decree,  this  court  will  remand  the  cause  to 
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the  circuit  court,  with  directions  to  allow  the  informatien  to  be  amended.    The 
Edward,  540. 

Contract,  S  ;  Dahaqes  ;  Further  Proof  ;  Prize,  50-59. 

PRESIDENT. 
Prize,  7-12. 

PRIORITT  OF  PAYMENT. 
Insolvent,  8.  4. 

PRIVATEER 
International  Law,  8;  Jurisdiction;  Prize,  8.  6-12.  86. 

PRIZE. 

1.  The  Prize  Law  of  Great  Britain  has  continued  to  be  our  prize  law,  so  far  as  it  is 
adapted  to  our  condition,  and  has  not  been  yaried  by  any  power  competent  to  change 
it;  and,  consequently,  decisions  of  questions  of  prize  in  that  country  will  be  received 
with  respect  here,  though  not  binding  as  authority.  TMriy  Hogsheads  of  Sugar  v. 
Boyle,  827. 

2.  The  exclusive  cognizance  of  prize  questions  belongs  in  general  to  the  capturing 
power,  and  the  courts  of  other  countries  will  not  undertake  to  redress  alleged 
marine  torts,  committed  by  public  armed  vessels,  in  assertion  of  belligerent  rights. 
L'InvinciMe,  582. 

5.  This  applies  to  privateers  duly  commissioned.    lb, 

4.  But  our  courts  of  admiralty  will  take  jurisdiction,  to  inquire  if  the  alleged  wrong- 
doer is  duly  commissioned,  or  has,  by  the  use  of  our  territory,  to  increase  his  force, 
trespassed  on  our  neutral  rights.    lb. 

5.  A  municipal  forfeiture  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  is  absorbed  in  the  more 
general  operation  of  the  law  of  war.     The  Sally,  182. 

6.  The  Prize  Act  of  26th  June,  1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Laige,  759,)  operates  as  a  grant 
from  the  United  States,  to  the  captors,  of  all  property  rightftilly  captured  by  com- 
missioned privateers,  as  prize  of  war.    lb, 

7.  The  commission  of  a  privateer  must  be  considered  as  qualified  and  limited  by  the 
laws  under  which  it  issues,  and  as  subordinate  to  the  instructions  of  the  President, 
issued  under  the  eighth  section  of  the  Prize  Act  of  1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  761.) 
The  Thomas  Gibbons,  202;  The  Mary,  292. 

8.  Under  those  instructions  both  British  and  American  property,  shipped  in  Great 
Britain,  on  board  a  vessel  of  the  United  States,  after  a  knowledge  of  the  war,  but 
in  consequence  of  the  repeal  of  the  British  orders  in  council,  are  protected  from 
capture.    lb, 

9.  A  detention  by  perils  of  the  sea,  or  an  act  of  the  enemy,  does  not  render  unlawful 
a  voyage  lawful  in  its  inception.     The  Mary,  292. 

10.  The  case  of  The  Thomas  Gibbons,  (8  C.  421,)  affixmed,  and  its  principles  applied 
to  this  case.    lb. 

11.  Under  the  instructions  of  the  President,  a  privateer  may  lawfully  capture  a  vessel^ 
liable  to  capture,  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  bound  to  a 
port  of  the  United  States.     The  Joseph,  21 7. 

12.  The  President's  instructions  of  the  28  th  August,  1812,  prohibiting  the  inter- 
ruption of  vessels  coming  from  Great  Britain,  in  consequence  of  the  supposed  repeal 
of  the  Britisl^  orders  in  council,  must  have  been  actually  known  to  the  commanders 

*  of  vessels  of  war,  at  or  before  the  seizure,  in  order  to  invalidate  captures  made  con- 
trary to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  instructions.     The  Mary  and  Susan,  461. 
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18.  Tradmg  inth  an  enemy  does  not  ipso  facto  forfeit  the  piopertj  bo  obtemed  by  a 
citizen,  but  only  subjects  it  to  oondemnation  when  regularly  captured.  The  Tkomag 
Gibbons,  202 ;  The  Mary^  292. 

14.  Property  engaged  in  an  illicit  intercourse  with  the  enemy,  to  be  oondemned  to  the 
captors,  not  to  the  United  States.     The  Sally,  182. 

15.  After  a  declaration  of  war,  an  American  citizen  cannot  lawfully  send  a  Tesad  to 
the  enemy's  country  to  bring  away  his  property.     The  Bapid,  73. 

16.  Intercourse  and  not  merely  trading  is  forbidden.    lb. 

17.  If  upon  the  breaking  out  of  a  war  with  this  country,  our  citizens  have  a  right  to 
withdraw  their  property  from  the  enemy's  country,  it  must  be  done  within  a  reasona- 
ble time.     The  SL  Latorence,  288. 

18.  Eleven  months  after  the  declaration  of  war  is  too  late.    lb. 

19.  A  Tessel  of  the  United  States,  which  went  to  England  after  the  war  was  known, 
and  brought  thence  a  cargo  belonging  chiefly  to  British  subjetts,  oondenftxed.  The 
St.  Lawrence f  210. 

20.  A  vessel  of  the  United  States,  which  carries  a  cargo  or  freight  from  a  neutral  to 
an  enemy's  port,  after  the  war  was  known,  is  liable  to  capture  and  condemnation, 
though  such  passage  is  a  part  of  her  home  voyage  from  the  neutral  port  to  tiie 
United  States,  and  the  capture  is  made  after  she  has  sailed  from  the  enemy's  port. 
The  Joseph,  217. 

21.  Navigating  under  a  license  from  the  enemy  is  cause  of  confiscation,  and  is  closdy 
connected  in  principle  with  the  offence  of  trading  with  the  enemy ;  in  both  cases, 
the  knowledge  of  the  agent  will  affect  the  principal,  although  he  may,  in  reali^,  be 
ignorant  of  the  &ct     The  Hiram,  627. 

22.  A  vessel,  owned  by  citizens  of  the  United  States,  sails  from  Naples,  in  the  year 
1812,  for  the  United  States,  with  a  cai^  and  a  British  license  to  carry  the  same  to 
England.  On  her  passage,  hearing  that  war  had  broken  out  between  Great  Britain 
and  the  United  States,  she  alters  her  course  for  England ;  is  captured  by  the  Britidi, 
carried  into  Ireland,  libelled,  and  acquitted  upon  her  license ;  sells  her  cai^go,  and, 
after  a  detention  of  seven  months  in  Ireland,  purchases  a  retom  cargo  in  liver- 
pool,  sails  for  the  United  States,  and  is  captiued  by  a  United  States'  privateer. 
Vessel  and  caxgo  condemned  as  prize  to  the  captors.     The  Alexander,  78. 

23.  Capture  not  abandoned,  though  only  a  prize-master  put  on  board,  the  crew  bdng 
Americans.    lb, 

24.  The  sailing  on  a  voyage  under  the  license  and  passport  of  protection  of  the  enemy, 
in  furtherance  of  Ids  views  or  interests,  constitute  such  an  act  of  illegality  as  subjects 
the  ship  and  cargo  to  confiscation  as  prize  of  war.    The  Julia,  81 ;  The  Eiram,  213. 

25.  The  decision  in  the  case  of  The  Julia,  (8  G.  181,)  affirmed,  and  its  principle 
applied  to  a  case  where  it  was  not  expressly  stated  in  the  license  that  its  object  was 
to  supply  the  enemy  with  provisions,  but  where  such  object  was  plainly  inferable. 
The  Hiram,  213. 

26.  The  acceptance  and  use  of  an  enemy's  license  on  a  voyage  to  a  neutral  port,  prose- 
cuted in  furtherance  of  the  enemy's  avowed  objects,  is  illegal,  and  subjects  vessel 
and  cargo  to  confiscation,     lite  Aurora,  95. 

27.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  subject  the  property  to  condemnation,  tliat  the 
person  granting  the  license  should  be  duly  authorized  to  grant  it,  provided  €tie  per- 
son receiving  it  takes  it  with  the  expectation  that  it  wUl  protect  his  property  fitym 
the  enemy.    lb. 

28.  Sailing,  with  an  intention  to  further  the  views  of  the  enemy,  is  sufficient  to  con- 
demn the  property,  although  that  intention  be  frustrated  by  capture,    lb. 

29.  No  lien  upon  enemy's  property,  by  way  of  pledge  for  the  payment  of  purchase- 
money,  or  otherwise,  is  sufficient  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the  captors,  in  a  prize  court, 
unless  in  very  peculiar  cases,  where  the  lien  is  imposed  by  a  general  law  of  the 
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mercantile  world,  independent  of  any  contract  between  the  parties.  The  Frances^ 
200.  . 

30.  An  bland,  conquered  and  occupied  by  the  enemy,  is,  for  belligerent  and  commer- 
cial purposes,  his  soil.     Thirty  Hogsheads  of  Sugar  v.  Boyle^  827. 

81.  The  produce  of  that  soil  is  liable  to  condemnation,  while  it  belongs  to  the  inyividual 
proprietor  of  the  soil  which  produced  it,  although  he  is  a  neutral.    Ih, 

32.  Goods,  die  property  of  merchants  actually  domiciled  in  the  enemy's  country  at  the 
breaking  out  of  a  war,  are  subject  to  capture  and  confiscation  as  prize.  The  Mary 
and  Susan,  461. 

33.  British  property  found  in  the  United  States,  on  land,  at  the  commencement  of 
hoBtiliUes  with  Great  Britain,  cannot  be  condemned  as  enemy's  property,  without  a 
legislative  act,  authorizing  its  confiscation.    Brown  v.  The  United  States^  46. 

34.  The  act  of  the  legislature,  declaring  war,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  755,)  is  not  such  an 
act    lb. 

35.  Timber  discharged  from  the  vessel  in  which  it  was  imported,  and  floated  into  a  salt- 
water creek,  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  leaving  the  ends  of  the  timber  resting  on 
the  mud  at  low  water^  and  prevented  from  floating  away  at  high  water  by  booms,  is 
to  be  considered  as  landed.    lb, 

36.  An  enemy's  vessel  was  captUVed  by  a  privateer,  recaptured  by  another  enemy's 
vessel,  and  agaun  recaptured  by  another  privateer,  and  brought  in  for  adjudication. 
It  was  held  that  the  prize  vested  in  the  last  captor.     The  Astrea,  489. 

37.  An  interest  acquired  in  war,  by  possession,  is  devested  by  the  loss  of  possession,  lb, 

38.  A  question  of  proprietary  interest     The  St.  Nicholas,  614. 

39.  Wh^re  enemy's  property  is  fraudulently  blended  in  the  same  claim  with  neutral 
property,  the  latter  is  liable  to  share  the  fate  of  the  former,  and  must  be  condemned. 
lb. 

40.  Question  of  fact  as  to  property.    The  Frances,  174. 

41.  Goods  purchased  by  British  merchants,  before  the  war  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain,  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  American  citizens,  shipped  to  the 
agent  of  the  British  merchants  in  the  United  States,  also  an  American  citizen,  **  on 
account  and  risk  of  an  American  citizen,"  and  no  circumstances  of  fraud  or  unfair- 
ness appearing  in  the  transaction,  were  vested  in  the  American  citizens  at  the  time 
of  the  shipment,  and  are  not  liable  to  condemnation,  although  the  vessel  sailed  from 
England  after  the  declaration  of  war  was  known  there.     The  Merrimack,  153. 

42.  But  if  goods  be  purchased  as  above,  though  the  accompanying  invoices,  bills  of 
lading,  and  letters  be  addressed  by  the  British  consignors  to  the  American  citizens 
fi)r  whom  the  purchase  was  made,  and  all  concur  to  show  the  property  to  be  in  them, 
yet  if  these  documents  are  inclosed  in  a  letter  from  the  consignors  to  their  agent  in 
the  United  States,  though  an  American  citizen,  directing  him  not  to  deliver  the 
goods  in  case  of  the  existence  of  certain  circumstances,  nor  until  he  should  have 
received  payment  fix>m  the  consignees,  in  cash,  the  property  in  the  said  goods  con- 
tinued in  the  British  consignors  at  the  time  of  capture,    lb. 

43.  Goods  by  the  same  ship,  purchased  as  above,  and  consigned  to  the  agent  of  the 
condgnors,  being  an  American  citizen,  in  whose  name  also  the  bill  of  lading  is  made 
out,  but  the  bill  of  parcels  and  invoice  in  the  name  of  the  American  merchants  for 
whom  the  purchase  was  made ;  the  shipment  also  being  expressed  to  be  on  their 
account,  though  the  goods  are  spoken  of  in  the  letter  of  the  consignors  as  British 
property ;  vested  in  the  American  merchants  at  the  time  of  shipment    lb. 

44.  The  circumstance  that  the  goods  continue,  during  the  whole  voyage,  at  the  risk  of 
the  shippers,  is  not  of  itself  decisive  to  show  that  the  property  had  not  vested  in  the 
consignee,    lb. 

45.  Groods  appearing  by  the  ship's  papers  to  be  a  consignment  from  alien  enemies  to 
American  merchants,  condemned  in  toto  as  prize,  although  further  proof  was  ofiered 
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that  American  merchants  were  jointly  interested,  and  that  they  had  a  lien  npoa  the 
goods,  in  consequence  of  advances  made  by  them.     The  Frances,  163. , 

46.  Furtfier  proof  on  these  points  refused,    lb. 

47.  Neutral  cover  of  British  property.     Cargo  of  TTie  Ship  Hazard  v.  CangoheUj  3S4> 

48.  An  intention  of  the  consignors  of  goods  to  vest  the  right  of  property  in  the  con- 
signee, is  not  sufficient  to  effect  such  a  change  of  property,  until  the  goods  are 
received  by  the  consignee,  or  some  evidence  is  given  of  his  agreement  tt>  take  them 
on  his  own  account ;  until  that  time,  the  goods  are  at  the  risk  of  the  shippers ;  and 
if  they  are  enemies,  the  goods,  if  captured,  are  good  prize ;  and  this,  though  the 
consignee  were  the  agent  of  a  third  person  who  had  directed  him  to  order  the  goods, 
unless  it  appears  that  he  actually  did  order  them.     The  Frances,  175. 

49.  1£  a  Britbh  merchant  purchase,  with  his  own  funds,  two  cargoes  of  goods  in  can> 
sequence  of,*  but  not  in  exact  conformity  with  the  orders  of  an  American  house,  and 
ship  them  to  America,  giving  the  American  house  an  option  within  24  hours  after 
receipt  of  his  letter  to  take  or  reject  both  cargoes,  and  if  they  give  notice  willun  the 
time  that  they  will  take  one  cargo,  but  will  consider  as  to  the  other ;  this  puts  it  in 
the  power  of  the  Britbh  merchant  either  to  cast  the  whole  upon  the  American 
house,  or  to  resume  the  property,  and  make  them  accountable  for  that  which  eame 
to  their  hands,  and  therefore  the  right  of  property  in  the  cargo  not  accepted  does 
not,  in  transitu,  vest  in  the  American  house,  but  remains  in  the  British  subject,  and 
is  liable  to  condemnation,  he  being  an  enemy.     The  Frances,  824. 

50.  The  forfeiture  of  property  to  the  government,  precludes  the  owner  from  making  a 
claim  in  a  prize  proceeding,  though  no  steps  have  been  taken  to  enforce  the  for- 
feiture.    The  Venus,  116. 

51.  The  holder  of  a  bottomry  bond  cannot  claim  in  a  prize  cause.    T%e  Mary,  292. 

52.  Cases  of  recapture  are  cases  of  prize,  to  be  proceeded  in  as  such,  and  restoradon 
is  made  absolutely,  or  oonditioniUly,  or  refused,  as  each  case  requires.  Schooner 
Adeline,  850. 

58.  The  test  affidavit  should  state  that  the  property,  at  the  time  of  shipment  and  cap- 
ture, did  belong,  and,  if  restored,  will  belong  to  the  claimant.    Ih. 

54.  If  the  principal  is  without  the  country,  or  at  a  great  distance  from  the  court,  tibe 
claim  and  affidavit  may  be  made  by  an  agent    lb, 

55.  In  cases  of  alleged  joint  or  collusive  capture,  the  usual  simplicity  of  the  prize  pro- 
ceedings is  necessarily  departed  from ;  and  where,  in  these  cases,  ^ere  is  the  least 
doubt,  other  evidence  than  that  arising  from  the  captured  vessel,  or  invoked  firom 
other  prize  causes,  may  be  resorted  to.  The  George,  The  Bothnea,  and  The  Jat^ 
staff,  608. 

56.  If  the  national  character  of  property,  captured  and  brought  in  for  adjudiealioB, 
appears  ambiguous  or  neutral,  and  no  claim  is  interposed,  the  cause  is  postfxioed  for 
a  year  and  a  day  after  the  prize  proceedings  are  commenced ;  and  if  no  claimant 
appears  within  that  time,  the  property  is  condemned  to  the  captors.  The  Harrison, 
559. 

57.  In  prize  causes  this  court  has  an  appellate  jurisdiction  only,  and  a  claim  cannot 
for  the  first  time  be  interposed  here ;  but  where  the  court  below  had  proceeded  to 
adjudication  before  the  above  period  had  elapsed,  the  cause  was  remanded  to  that 
coftrt,  with  directions  to  allow  a  claim  to  be  filed  therein,  and  the  libel  to  be  ameivi- 
ed,  &c.    lb, 

58.  Where  an  inspection  and  comparison  of  original  documents  is  material  to  the 
decision  of  a  prize  cause,  this  court  will  order  the  original  papers  to  be  sent  np 
from  the  court  below.     The  Elsineur,  626. 

69.  In  a  prize  cause,  the  claimant  of  caigo  is  not  precluded  by  a  sentence,  condemn- 
ing the  vessel  as  enemies*  property,  for  want  of  a  claim,  from  showing,  in  the  same 
cause,  that  the  vessel,  in  fact,  was  American  property,  and  her  owner,  without  any 
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&alt  of  the  claimant  of  the  cargo,  has  neglected  to  interpose  a  claim.    The  Man/j 
292. 
Ca^ure;  Domicile,  2-5;  Freight;  Further  Proop;  Interkatiokal 
Law,  2-8 ;  Juribbiction  ;  Beyenue  Lawb,  4.  5 ;  Seamen. 

PROBATE. 
Appeal. 

PUBLIC  LANDS. 

1.  If  there  is  nothing  in  a  patent  to  control  the  call  for  coarse  and  distance,  the  land 
mast  be  boanded  by  the  courses  and  distances  of  the  patent,  according  to  magnetic 
meridian.    Mlver^s  Lessee  v.  WaUcer^  817. 

2.  Course  and  distance  most  yield 'to  a  call  for  natural  objects.    Ih, 

3.  If  a  patent  refer  to  a  plat  annexed,  and  if,  in  that  plat,  a  watercourse  be  laid  down 
as  running  through  the  land,  the  tract  must  be  so  surveyed  as  to  include  the  water- 
course, and  to  conform  as  near  as  may  be  to  the  plat,  although  the  lines' thus  run  do 
not  correspond  with  the  courses  and  distances  mentioned  in  the  patent,  and  although 
neither  the  certificate  of  survey,  nor  the  patent,  calls  for  that  watercourse.    lb. 

4.  Under  the  land' law  of  Virginia,  a  patent  is  a  statute  grant,  which  confers  a  seisin 
in  deed,  without  an  actual  entry.  So  does  a  private  conveyance  of  wild  and  unoccu- 
pied lands.     Green  v.  Liters  104. 

5.  The  land  law  of  Yirginia,  which  gives  a  right  of  preemption  to  those  who  had 
marked  and  improved  land  before  the  year  11 78,  refers  that  right  to  the  time  when 
the  improvement  was  made,  and  to  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  not  to 
the  time  when  the  cl^m  for  such  preemption  was  made  before  the  court  of  commis- 
sioners.   Simms  t.  Guthrie^  286. 

6.  If  an  entry  be  made  by  the  assignee  of  a  preemption  right,  it  will  be  good,  although 
the  name  of  the  assignor  be  not  mentioned  in  the  entry,  if  the  entry  refer  to  the 
warrant,  and  if  it  mention  an  improvement,  provided  tJie  place  be  described  with 
sufficient  certsunty  in  other  respects,    lb. 

7.  If  a  person,  who  has  obtained  a  survey  upon  a  military  land  warrant  under  the 
commonwealth  of  Yirginia  for  2,000  acres,  sell  and  transfer,  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, his  right  to  the  survey,  and  assign  the  plat  and  certificate  to  the  purchaser, 
whereupon  he  obtains  a  patent  for  the  land  in  his  own  name ;  and  if,  upon  a  resur- 
vey,  it  appear  that  the  grant  conveys  2,700  acres,  the  vendor  cannot  in  equity 
support  a  claim  for  the  surplus,  agjunst  the  vendee.     Vowles  v.  Craig,  178. 

8.  In  Kentucky,  a  patent  is  a  legal  title ;  what  precedes  it  is  equitable  only.  Green 
V.  Liter,  104. 

9.  In  Kentucky,  the  courts  of  law  will  not  look  beyond  the  patent,  but  courts  of  equity 
.  will,  and  will  give  validity  to  the  elder  entry  against  an  elder  patent    Finley  y. 

Waiiam,  812. 

10.  Between  preemption  rights,  the  prior  improvement  will  hold  the  land  against  a 
prior  certificate,  entry,  survey,  and  patent    lb. 

11.  It  is  not  essential  to  an  entry  upon  a  preemption  warrant,  that  the  entry  should, 
in  terms,  call  for  the  improvement,  although  it  must  in  fiict  indude  the  improve- 
ment   lb, 

12.  An  entry  calling  for  « the  Big  Blue  Lick,"  will  not  support  a  survey  and  patent 
for  land  at  the  Upper  Blue  Lick,  the  Lower  Blue  Lick  being  genendly  called  "  the 
Big  Blue  Lick,"  although  there  may  be  other  calls  in  the  entry  which  seem  to  desig- 
nate the  Upper  Blue  Lick  as  the  place  intended.    lb. 

18.  The  law  of  Kentucky  requires,  in  the  locati5n  of  warrants  for  hmd,  some  general 
description  designating  the  place  where  the  particular  object  is  to  be  found,  and  a 
description  of  the*  particular  object  itself.    Matson  y.  Hord,  489. 

14.  The  general  description  must  be  such  as  will  enable  a  person  intending  to  locate 
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the  adjacent  residaom,  and  using  reawnable  care  and  diligence,  to  find  the  ohject 
mentioned  in  that  particular  place,  and  avoid  the  land  already  located.    1 6. 

15.  If  the  description  will  fit  another  place  better,  or  equally  well,  it  is  defective.    26. 

16.  <*  The  Hanter'fl  Trace,  leading  from  Bryant's  Station  over  to  the  irateia  of  Hiak- 
ston,  on  the  dividing  ridge  between  the  waters  of  Hinkston  and  the  waters  of 
Elkhom,*'  is  a  defective  description,  and  will  not  sustain  the  entry.    Ih. 

17.  A  question  of  fact  respecting  the  validity  of  the  location  of  a  warrant  finr  land 
under  the  laws  of  Kentucky.     Ta^ar  v.  Wahm,  496. 

18.  The  act  of  North  Carolina,  1783,  c.  2,  opening  the  land-office,  did  not  prohihit  a 
person  from  making  several  different  entries,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  more  diaa 
5,000  acres,  nor  from  purchasing  the  rights  acquired  by  others  by  entries,  nor  firom 
uniting  several  entries  in  one  survey  and  patent;  and  such  union  of  several  entries 
b  allowed  by  the  actof  1784,  c.  19.    PoUc's  Lessee  v.  Wendell,  276. 

19.  In  a  patent,  the  obliteration  of  the  consideration,  without  fraud,  does  not  make 
void  the  grant    Ih, 

20.  In  cases  depending  on  the  statutes  of  a  State,  and  especially  concerning  land,  the 
settied  construction  of  those  statutes,  by  the  State  courts,  is  to  be  adopted.    76. 

21.  In  Tennessee,  the  younger  patent  on  the  elder  entiy  prevails  over  the  elder  patent 
on  the  younger  entry.    Ih, 

22.  A  patent  justifies  a  presumption  that  all  the  previous  requisites  of  the  law  have 
been  complied  with.    Ih, 

28.  A  patent  is  void  at  law  if  the  State  had  no  tide,  or  if  the  officer  who  issued  the 
patent  had  no  authority  so  to  do.    Ih. 

24.  In  North  Carolina,  the  want  of  an  entry  nullifies  a  patent.    Ih. 

25.  Afler  the  cession  of  land  by  North  Carolina  to  the  United  States,  the  former  had 
no  right  to  grant  those  lands  to  any  other  grantee  who  had  not  an  incipient  tide 
before  the  cession.  The  question,  whether  such  incipient  title  existed,  is  therefine 
open  at  law.    Ih, 

26.  The  Act  of  Assembly  of  North  Carolina,  of  November,  1777,  establiahing  offices 
for  receiving  entries  of  claims  for  lands  in  the  several  counties  of  the  State,  did  not 
authorize  entries  for  lands  within  the  Indian  boundary,  as  defined  by  the  treaty  of 
the  Long  Island  of  Holston,  of  the  20th  of  July,  1777.  The  act  of  April,  1 7  78,  is  a 
legislative  declaration  explaining  and  amending  the  former  act,  and  no  title  is 
acquired  by  an  entry  contrary  to  these  laws.    Preston  y.  Brotoder,  485. 

27.  The  Act  of  Assembly  of  North  Carolina,  passed  between  the  years  1783  and  1789, 
avoids  all  entries,  surveys,  and  grants  of  lands  set  apart  fi)r  the  Cherokee  indiaits. 
Danforth*s  Lessee  v.  Thomas,  504. 

28.  The  boundaries  of  the  reservation  have  been  altered  by  successive  treaties  with  the 
Indians ;  but  the  mere  extinguishment  of  their  title  did  not  subject  the  land  to  appro- 
priations, unless  expressly  authorized  by  the  legislature.    /&. 

29.  Where  the  phuntiff  in  ejectment  claimed  titie  to  lands  in  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
under  grant  from  said  State,  dated  the  26th  of  April,  1809,  founded  on  an  entry 
made  in  the  entry  taker's  office  of  Washington  county,  dated  the  2d  of  January, 
1779,  in  the  name  of  J.  M'Dowell,  on  which  a  warrant  issued  on  the  17th  of  May, 
1779,  to  the  plaintiff*,  as  the  assignee  of  J.  M'Dowell;  and  the  defendants  claimed 
under  a  grant  from  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  dated  the  9th  of  August,  1787,  it 
was  determined  that  the  prior  entry  might  be  attached  to  a  junior  grant,  so  as  to 
overreach  an  elder  grant ;  and  that  a  survey  having  been  made,  and  a  grant  issued 
upon  M'Dowell's  entry  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  calling  him  assignee  of  M'Dowell^ 
was  primd  facie  evidence  that  the  entry  was  the  plaintiff^'s  property;  and  that  a 
warrant  b  sufficientiy  certain  to  be  sustained,  if  the  objects  called  for  are  identified 
by  the  testimony,  or  unless  the  calls  would  equally  well  suit  more  than  one  place. 
Ross  V.  Reedf  643. 

LiMITATIOKS,  &C.,  7-8. 
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PUIS  DARREIN  CONTINUANCE. 
Abatement,  2. 

RANSOM. 
Insubance,  7. 

RECAPTURE, 
Capture. 

RECORD. 
Evidence,  2-4 ;  Writ  of  Error,  2. 4. 

REGISTER. 
Shippino,  4. 

RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACTS. 

The  alienage  of  the  vendee  is  an  insuflScient  ground  to  entitle  the  vendor  to  a  decree 
for  rescinding  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands.    Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  509. 
^  Specific  Performance,  S.  4. 

RETURN. 
Writ  of  Error,  2. 

REVENUE  LAWS. 

1.  The  penalty  of  the  50th  section  of  the  collection  law  of  2d  March,  1799,  (I  Stats, 
at  Large,  665,)  which  requires  a  permit  for  the  landing  of  goods  imported,  applies  to 
goods  the  importation  of  which  was  prohibited  by  law.  Harford  v.  The  United 
StateSyU, 

2.  The  act  of  July  1, 1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  768,)  took  effect  on  the  day  of  its  pas- 
sage, and  the  cargo  of  a  vessel  arriving  on  that  day,  is  liable  to  the  additional  duties 
imposed  by  that  act    Arnold  v.  The  United  States,  287. 

S.  To  constitute  an  importation  so  as  to  attach  the  right  to  duties,  an  arrival  within 
the  limits  of  some  port  of  entry  is  necessary.    lb. 

4.  If  captured  goods,  claimed  by  a  neutral  owner,  be  by  consent  sold  under  an  order 
of  the  court,  and  aflerwards,  by  the  final  sentence  of  the  court,  the  proceeds  are 
ordered  to  be  restored  to  such  owner,  the  amount  of  the  duties  due  to  the  United 
States  upon  the  importation  of  the  goods  must  be  paid.    Brig  Concord,  390. 

5.  The  decision  in  the  case  of  The  Concord,  (9  C.  S87,)  that  property  libeUed  as  prize, 
sold  by  consent,  and  ordered  to  be  restored  to  the  cLumant,  is  liable  to  the  same 
duties  as  if  voluntarily  imported,  affirmed.     TJie  Nereide,  508. 

Courts  of  the  United  States,  6. 

SALE. 

1.  An  article,  purchased  in  general  terms  from  among  many  of  the  same  description, 
if  afterwards  selected  and  set  apart  with  the  assent  of  the  parties  as  the  thing  pur- 
chased, is  as  completely  sold  as  if  it  had  been  selected  and  designated  at  the  time 
the  contract  was  made.     Thompson  v.  Gray,  471. 

2.  A  contract  of  sale,  approved  security  for  the  purchase-money  to  be  given  on 
delivery,  and  in  the  mean  time  the  article  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  vendors, 
passes  the  property,  unless  there  is  some  stipulation  which  controls  its  legal  effect 
lb. 
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8.  An  agent  abroad,  who  pnrcluues  in  panuance  of  orders,  may  ^est  the  proper^ 
immediately  in  his  principal,  by  purchasing  on  his  exduaive  credit,  or  "laHng  an 
absolute  appropriation  of  the  property  to  him.    The  SL  Joze  IndvBBM^  52S. 

4.  But  if  he  intends  to  execute  the  order  by  his  own  goods,  or  goods  purchased  on  his 
own  credit,  and  thus  made  his  own,  and  consigns  them  to  his  own  house,  to  he 
delivered  to  the  principal  when  certain  conditions  are  complied  with,  the  property  is 
not  devested  from  the  agent,  and  is  at  his  risk.  ift. 

5.  Goods,  shipped  by  a  British  to  an  Amezjcan  house,  (partly  in  conformity  with 
orders,  and  partly  without  orders,)  who  had  an  option  to  accept  or  reject  the  whole 
invoice  in  a  limited  time,  remain  the  property  of  the  shippers  until  the  election  be 
made  to  accept  them.     The  Frances,  172. 

6.  If  the  shipper  of  goods  send  with  them  an  offer,  in  writing,  to  the  consignee,  to 
become  jointly  interested  in  the  consignment,  until  the  offer  is  accepted,  the  con- 
signor 18  the  s^e  owner.  ^  The  VenuSj  116. 

7.  Where  goods  were  shipped  in  the  enemy's  country,  in  pursuance  of  orders  from 
this  country  received  before  the  declaration  of  war,  but  previous  to  the  execution 
of  the  orders,  the  shippers  became  embarrassed,  and  assigned  the  goods  to  certain 
bankers  to  secure  advances  made  by  them,  with  a  request  to  the  oonmgnees  to  remit 
the  amount  to  them,  (the  bankers,)  and  they  also  repeated  the  same  request,  the 
invoice  being  for  account  and  risk  of  the  consignees,  but  stating  the  goods  to  be 
then  the  property  of  the  bankers ;  it  was  held,  that  the  goods  having  been  purchased 
and  shipped  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  the  consignees,  the  property  waa  originally 
vested  in  them,  and  was  not  devested  by  the  intermediate  assignment,  which  was 
merely  intended  to  transfer  the  right  to  the  debt  due  from  the  consignees,  and  die 
lien  of  the  shippers  on  the  goods.     The  Mary  and  Susan^  452. 

8.  The  vendor  may  be  considered  as  a  trustee  for  whoever  may  become  pnrchaaen 
under  a  sale  by  order  of  the  court  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendee.  Hepburn  v.  i>iifi- 
lop,  509. 

Contract,  4 ;  Prize,  41-44.  48-^0;  Rescission  of  Contracts  ;  STATUXESy 
2;  Taxes,  2;  Way. 

SALVAGE. 

1.  The  Salvage  Act  of  March  8, 1801,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  16,)  allows,  as  salvage,  one 
sixth  part  of  the  value  of  cargo,  both  of  armed  and  unarmed  vesseb  recaptured. 
Schooner  Adeline  and  Cargo,  850. 

2.  In  recaptures  of  property  of  friends,  the  rule  of  reciprocity  is  followed,  and  as 
France  awards  to  recaptors  the  entire  property  of  friends,  recaptured  after  twenty- 
four  hours'  possession  by  the  enemy,  that  rule  must  be  applied  to  French  property. 

8.  A  donation  on  the  high  seas,  by  a  captor  to  a  neutral,  does  not  exempt  the  property 
from  recapture,  and  the  donee,  who  brings  it  into  a  port  of  his  own  oountry,  must 
be  treated  as  a  salvor.     The  Adventure,  100. 

4.  War  having  been  declared  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain,  after  tiie 
act  of  salvage  was  performed,  that  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  saved,  whidi 
belonged  to  British  subjects,  was  ordered  to  be  deposited,  subject  to  the  fotnre  order 
of  the  court    lb. 

SEAMEN. 

If  a  vessel  be  captured  by  a  superior  force,  and  a  prize-master  and  a  small  foroe  be  put 
on  board,  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  master  and  crew  of  the  captured  vessel  to  atteo^ 
to  rescue  her,  for  they  may  thereby  expose  the  vessel  to  condemnation,  althoi^ 
otherwise  innocent     The  Brig  Short  St^e  and  Cargo  v.  The  United  States^  258. 
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SEISIN  AND  DISSEISIN.       . 
Xf  one  enter  having  title,  bis  seisin  extends  as  far  as  bis*  title,  and  is  not  limited  to  the 
part  actually  occupied  by  him.    It  extends  to  what  is  ia  the  adverse  seisin  of  the 
tenant  on  whom  he  enters,  and  to  all  vacant  land  within  his  title,  but  not  to  Lmd  • 
of  which  other  tenants  are  seised.     Green  v.  Liter,  104. 
Chubch,  16;  Deed,  1;  Limitations,  &c.,  4.  6;  Public  Lands,  4;  Wbit 

OF  KlQHT,  3. 

SEIZURE. 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  6. 

SET-OFF. 
ISo  debtor  of  the  United  States  can,  at  the  trial,  set  off  a  claim  for  a  debt  due  to  him 
by  the  United  States,  unless  such  claim  shall  have  been  sabmitted  to  the  accounting 
officers  of  the  treasury  and  by  them  rejected,  except  in  the  cases  of  accident,  ina- 
bility, and  absence,  provided  for  by  the  statute.     United  States  v.  GileSf  SS9. 
Bills  of  Exchange,  &c.,  2. 

SmPPING. 

1.  Whefe  the  general  owner  of  a  ship  retains  the  possession,  command,  and  naviga- 
tion of  the  same,  and  contracts  to  carry  a  cargo  on  freight  for  the  voyage,  the 
charter-party  is  to  be  considered  as  a  mere  affreightment  sounding  in  covenant,  and 
the  freighter  is  not  clothed  with  the  character  or  legal  responsibility  of  ownership. 
Marcardier  v.  Chesapeake  Ins,  Co,,  15, 

2.  In  such  case,  the  general  owner  is  also  owner  for  the  V03rage.    I  b. 

8.  Consequently,  if  he  be  the  master  of  the  vessel,  he  is  incapable  of  committing  bar- 
ratry,   lb. 

4.  Under  the  act  of  December  81, 1792,  s.  4,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  289,)  if  the  oath 
describe  one  of  the  owners  as  "  of  the  city  of  New  York,"  when  he  is  domiciled  in 
England,  the  vessel  is  forfeited.     The  Venus,  116. 

Freight. 

SLAVE. 

The  Act  of  Assembly  of  Maryland,  which  prohibits  the  importation  of  slaves  '*  for  sale 
or  to  reside,"  applies  only  to  a  permanent,  not  a  temporary  residence,  and  to  an 
importation  by  the  master  and  general  owner,  and  not  by  a  bailee  for  a  short  term. 
Henry  v.  Ball,  448. 

Evidence,  1.  2. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  After  a  lapse  of  seven  years,  the  court  will  refuse  to  decree  a  specific  performance 
of  a  contract,  in  the  part  execution  of  which  the  complainants,  or  those  under  whom 
they  claim,  have  expended  large  sums  of  money,  although  the  first  default  was  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  although  it  be  probable  that  the  failure  of  the  defend- 
ant in  that  respect  has  prevented  the  completion  of  the  execution  of  the  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  complainants ;  circumstances  having  so  changed  that  neither  party 
could  derive,  from  the  execution  of  the  contract,  the  benefits  which  were  at  first 
expected.    Pratt  v.  Carroll,  226. 

2.  A  court  of  equity  will  decree  a  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land,  if  the  vendor  is  able  to  make  a  good  title  at  any  Isme  before  the  decree  is 
pronounced ;  but  the  dismission  of  a  bill  to  enforce  a  specific  performance  in  such  a 
case,  is  a  bar  to  a  new  bill  for  the  same  object    Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  509. 
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8.  Hie  inability  of  the  vendor  to  make  a  good  title  at  the  time  the  decree  is  pro- 
nounced, though  it  fonuB  a  sufficient  ground  for  refusing  a  specific  peifonnance,tiiIl 
not  authorize  a  couvt  of  eqifity  to  rescind  the  agreement  in  a  case  where  the  parties 
hare  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  for  its  breach.    lb, 

4.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  court  of  equity  will  neither  decree  qpedfic  per- 
formance, nor  cancellation  of  an  agreement.    /(. 

5.  Where  tiie  vendor  is  indebted  to  the  yendee,  and  the  ssle  is  made  in  order  to  pay 
the  debt,  the  vendor  must  allow  interest  from  the  time  the  debt  is  liquidated  until  he 
offers  to  make  a  good  titie,  and  is  accountable  for  the  rents  and  profits  from  that 
time  untQ  the  contract  is  specifically  performed,    lb. 

STATK 
CauBCH,  16. 17. 19. 

STATUTES. 

1.  If  the  vessel  of  neutral  donees  on  the  high  seas,  of  property  captured  from  the  cap- 
tors,  be  destroyed  by  the  captors  on  the  high  seas,  it  is  not  a  violation  of  the  Non- 
Intercourse  Act,  2  Stats,  at  Large,  528,  to  return  to  the  United  States  in  the  vessel 
^ven  to  them  on  the  high  seas,  and  to  bring  in  her  cargo.     ITte  Adventure^  100. 

2.  The  forfeiture  of  goods,  for  violation  of  the  Non-Intercourse  Act  of  March  1, 1809, 
(2  Stats,  at  Large,  528,)  takes  place  upon  the  commission  of  the  offence,  and  avoids 
subsequent  sale  to  an  innocent  purchaser,  although  there  may  have  been  a  regular 
permit  for  landing  the  goods,  and  although  the  duties  may  have  been  paid.  The 
United  States  v.  1960  Bags  of  Coffee,  188  ;    United  States  v.  The  Mars,  199. 

8.  Under  the  Non-Intercourse  Act  of  June  28, 1809,  (2  Stats,  at  Laige,  550,)  a  vessel 
could  not  proceed  to  a  prohibited  port,  even  in  ballast     The  Ship  Richmond  v.  The 
*^     United  States,  285. 

4.  Under  the  Non-Intercourse  Act  of  1809,(2  Stats,  at  Lai^528,)  a  vessel  from  Great 
Britain  had  a  right  to  lay  off  the  coast  of  the  United  States,  to  receive  instructions 
from  her  owners  in  New  York ;  and  if  necessary,  to  drop  anchor,  and  in  case  of  a 
storm  to  make  a  harbor ;  and  if  prevented  by  a  mutiny  of  her  crew  from  putting  out 
to  sea  again,  might  wait  in  the  waters  of  the  United  States  for  orders.     Tke  United 

-  States  V.  The  Ckxrgo  of  the  Ship  Fanny,  822. 

5.  A  question  of  fiict  under  the  Non-Intercourse  Act  of  the  28th  of  June,  1809,  (2 
S'ats.  at  Large,  550.)     The  Octavia,  451. 

6.  Under  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  congress,  of  the  28th  of  June,  1809,  (2  Stats,  at 
Large,  550,)  every  vessel  bound  to  a  foreign  permitted  port,  was  obliged  to  give  a 
bond,  with  condition  not  to  proceed  to  any  port  with  which  commercial  intercourse 
was  not  permitted,  nor  to  trade  with  such  port     The  Edward,  540. 

Bond,  1.  2;  Church,  4.  18;  Constitutional  Law;  Coukts  of  the  United 
States,  5;  Eicbargo;  Limitations,  &c.;  Prize,  6-12.  84;  Public  Lands, 
4.  5. 13-18.  20.  21.  26-28 ;  Revenue  Laws  ;  Slave  ;  Trade  with  the  Enemt^ 
Will,  2. 

STATUTES  OF  THE  U.  S.  REFERRED  TO  IN  TfflS  VOLUME. 

1789,  Sept  24,  Judiciary  Act    1  Stats,  at  Large,  78. 

Brown  v.  United  States, 46 

Corporation  of  New  Orleans  v:  "Winter, 47$ 

as.  6.  9.  11. 13.  22.  25.  ^ 

pp.  74.  76.  78.  80.  84.  [•  Martm  w.  Hunter's  I^essee, • 562 

85. ) 

8.  9.  p.  76 Brig  Ann, ; 356 

as.  11.  20.  pp.  78.  88 Green  v.  liter, i 104 
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s.  25.  p.  85 Crowell  t?.  MTadon, 88 

Otia  V,  Watkins, 874 

9S.  27.  28.  p.  87 Randolph  v.  Donaldson, 274 

8.  30.  p.  88 Beale  v.  Thompson, 29 

The  Samuel, 447 

1789,  September  28,  (Hesolution,)  United  States  Prisoners.   .1  Stats,  at  Large,  96. 
Randolph  v.  Donaldson, 274 

1790,  April  10,  Useful  Arts.    1  Stats,  at  Lai^,  lp9. 

Evans  v.  Jordan, 881 

1790,  August  4,  Collection.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  145. 
a.  45.  p.  169 Prince  v,  Bardett, 207 

1791,  March  8,  (Besolution,)  United  States  Prisoners.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  225. 

Randolph  v,  Donaldson, 274 

1792,  December  81,  Registration  of  Vessels.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  287. 
s.  4.  p.  289 The  Venus, 116 

1798,  February  21,  Useful  Arts.    1  Stats,  at  Laz^,  818. 

Evans  v.  Jordan,* • • 881 

1794,  March  22,  Slave  Trade.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  847. 

The  Edward, • 540 

» 

1796,  June  5,  Crimes  against  the  United  States.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  881. 

Brig  Alertav.  BlasMoran,*---- 879 

1797,  March  8,  Settlement  of  Accounts  with  the  United  States.   1  Stats,  at  Large,  512. 

ss.  8.  4.  p.  514.  515 United  States  t7.  Giles, 889 

s!  5.  p.  515 Prince  v.  Bartlett, " 207 

United  States  v,  Bryan, 889 

1798,  July  6,  Alien  Enemies.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  577. 

Brown  v.  United  States, 46 

1798,  July  14,  Direct  Tax.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  597. 

88.  9. 11. 18. pp.  600. 601  -Parker  v.  Rule's  Lessee, 265 

1799,  Marcb  2,  Collection.    1  Stats,  at  Large,  627. 

B.  50.  p.  665 Harford  v.  United  States, 45 

8.  65.  p.  676 Prince  v.  Bartlett, 207 

68.  89.  91.  pp.  695. 697«  -Jones  v.  Shore's  Executor, 688 

United  States  v.  Jones, • • 688 

8.  91.  p.  697 United  States  r.  1960  Bags  of  Coffee, 188 

VOL.  III.  67 


I 


674  INDEX. 

1800,  March  S,  Salvage.    2  Stata.  at  Lairge,  16. 

The  Adventure,  •  • ' 100 

Schooner  Adeline  and  Cargo, WO 

1800,  April  4,  Bankruptcy.    2  State,  at  La^,  19. 

Bicharda  ©.  Maryland  Ins.  Ca W 

1800,  April  23,  Nayy.    2  Stats,  at  Liarge,  45. 

Jones  V,  Shore's  Executor, • •  •  •  "6M 

United  States  r.  Jones, WS 

1801,  Febmary  27,  IHstrict  of  Columbia.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  lOa. 
H.  8. 12-  pp.  106.  107. .  -Carter's  Heiis  ».  Cutting, 114 

1806,  April  18,  To  prohibit  Importation,  &c.    2  Stats,  at  Laige,  879. 

Harford  17.  United  States, 45  I 

The  Alexander, 78  I 

1807,  December  22,  Embarga    2  Stats,  at  Large,  451. 

The  Short  Staple  o.  United  States, 259 

The  Edward, "- - *  -  - .  640 

s.  2.  p.  453 Jones  ».  Shore's  Executor, 683 

United  States  v,  Jones, • 633 

1808,  January  9,  Embargo.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  453. 

The  Edward, 540 

s.  1.  p.  453 Speake  V.  United  States, 243 

Brig  Short  Staple  v.  United  States, 259 

1808,  January  21,  Relief  of  Oliver  Evans.    6  Stats,  at  Laige,  70. 

Evans.v.  Jordan, 331 

1808,  Febnuoy  27,  To  prohibit  Importation,  3cc    2  Stats,  at  Large,  469. 

The  Alexander, * 78 

The  Adventure, 100 

1808,  March  12,  Embaigo.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  473. 

The  Edward, .' 540 

1808,  April  25,  Embaiga    2  Stats,  at  Large,  499. 

The  Edward, 540 

Otis  r.  Watkins, 374 

fls.  6. 11.  pp.  600.  501 .. . Crowell  v.  M'Fadon, - -  3S 

1809,  January  9,  Embaiigo.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  506. 

The  Edward, ;  •  •  -540 

s.  12.  p.  510 Jones  r.  Shore's  Executor, '. . .  .638 

United  States  tu  Jones, • ' 638 
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1809,  March  1,  Non-intercoime.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  528. 

The  Rapid, 78 

The  Adyenture, 100 

The  Sally, 182 

The  Euphrates, 188 

United  States  v.  Fanny's  Caigo, 822 

The  Alerta  v.  Bias  Moran, 879 

The  Edward,.  -': 540 

•  a.  5.  p.  529 The  Ann, .' 856 

8. 16.  p.  582 United  States  v.  1960  Bags  of  Coffee, 188 

1809,  June  28,  Non-intercourse.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  550. 

The  Straggle  v.  United  States, 26  9 

The  Bichmond  v.  United  States, 285 

The  Octavia, 451 

M,  1.  2.  8.  p.  550 The  Edward, *. 540 

1812,  April  4,  Emhaxgo.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  700. 

Brown  r.  United  States, • 46 

1812,  Jnne  18,  Declaration  of  War.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  755. 

Brown  r.  United  States, 46 

1812,  June  26,  Prize  Act    2  Stats,  at  Large,  759. 

The  Nereide, 508 

8.  6.  p.  761 Brown  v.  United  States, • 46 

The  Maiy  and  Susan, 461 

8B.-4.6. 14. pp.  759. 61. 68.The  Sally, 182 

The  Thomas  Gibbons, • 202 

1812,  July  1,  Duties.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  768. 

Arnold  V.  United  States, : 287 

1812,  July  6,  Prisoners  of  War.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  777. 

Brown  v.  United  States, 46 

1812,  July  6,  To  prohibit  Trading  with  Enemies.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  778. 

Brown  v.  United  States, • 46 

United  States  v.  Barber, 849 

1818,  January  2,  Bemission  of  Fines.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  787. 

.     The  Mary, • • -186 

The  Mary, 292 

The  Thomas  Gibbons,-  •  • • : 202 

1818,  March  8,  Retaliation.    2  Stats,  at  Large,  829. 

Blown  V.  United  States, *6 
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1818,  July  18,  Belinqtdshment  of  Claims  of  United  States.    8  Stats,  at  Lai^,  4. 
The  Th<»nas  Gibbons, 202 

1818,  August  2,  Duties  on  Fiize  Goods.    8  Staits.  at  Lai^  75. 

The  Nerwdc, 508 

STOPPAGE  IN  TKANSITU. 
Where  goods  are  sent  upon  the  account  and  risk  of  the  shipper,  the  delivery  to  the 
master  is  a  deliveiy  to  him  as  agent  of  the  shipper,  not  of  the  consgnee ;  and  it  is 
competent  to  the  consignor,  at  any  time  before  actual  deliyeiy  to  the  conngnee,  to 
countermand  it,  and  thus  to  preyent  the  consignee's  lien  from  attaching.  The  Fran- 
ces, 200. 

SURETY. 
BomOf  4 ;  Makshal. 

TAXES. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  real  estate  in  the  city  of  Alexandria,  is  not  liable  for  taxes  assessed 
thereon  before  he  became  owner  thereof.  The  Common  Council  of  Alexandria  y. 
Preston^  22. 

2.  Under  the  Tax  Act  of  July  14,  1798,  (1  Stats,  at  Large,  597,)  the  collector  could 
sell  the  land  of  a  non-resident  under  tiie  13th  section,  only  by  complying  wifli  the 
directions  contained  In  the  11th  section.    Parker  v.  RuU^s  Lessee,  265. 

TRADE  WITH  .TfiE  ENEMY. 

Fat  cattle  are  provisions,  or  munitions  of  war,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress, of  the  6th  of  July,  1812,  (2  Stats,  at  Large,  778,)  to  prohilnt  a  citizen  of  the  ' 
United  States  from  proceeding  to  or  trading  with  the  enemies  of  the  United  States, 
and  for  other  purposes.     The  United  States  y.  Barber,  849. 

Prize,  7-20. 

TREATY. 

1.  A  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Cherokee  tribe  of  Indians  concerning 
lands,  is  the  contract  of  both  parties,  and  its  plain  terms  cannot  be  controlled  by  the 
.acts  of  one  of  the  agents  of  the  United  States.    Meigs  y.  M  Clung* s  Zes«e«,  234. 

2.  Upder  the  9th  article  of  the  Treaty  of  1794,  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain,  by  which  it  is  provided  that  Britbh  subjects,  holding  lands  in  the  United 
States,  and  their  heirs,  so  &r  as  respects  those  lands,  and  the  remedies  incident 
thereto,  should  not  be  considered  as  aliens ;  the  parties  must  show  ihat  the  title  to 
the  land  for  which  the  suit  was  commenced  was  in  them,  or  their  ancestors,  at  the 
time  the  treaty  was  made.     Harden  v.  Fisher,  560. 

8.  Under  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  where  the  question  is,  whether  a  tide 
was  protected  by  a  treaty,  this  court  has  power  to  determine  upon  the  validity  of 
the  titie.    Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee^  562. 

TRUST. 
Grant,  1 ;  Sale,  8. 

TRUSTEE. 

LfrSOLVENT,   2. 
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UNITED  STATES. 
Insolvent's.  4 ;  Fbize,  6.  8.  11.  14 ;  SET-orr ;  Treaty,  1.  2. 

VERDICT. 
Evidence,  2. 

WASHINGTON,  CITY  OF.       . 
Way. 

WAY. 

In  the  dales  of  lots,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  the  lots  are  not  chargeable  for  their 
proportion  of  the  internal  alley  laid  out  for  the  common  benefit  of  those  lots ; 
although  the  practice  so  to  charge  them  has  been  heretofore  universally  acqui- 
esced in  by  purchasers ;  and  if  a  purchaser  has  acquiesced  in  that  practice  and  has 
received  'a  conveyance  accordingly,  without  objection,  yet  he  does  not  thereby  ac- 
quire a  fee-simple  in  such  proportion  of  the  alley,  and  may,  in  equity,  recover  back 
the  purchase-money  which  he  has  paid  therefor.  Pratt  v.  Zatu,  Law  v.  Pratt,  Pratt 
T.  Duncanson,  Campbell  v.  Pratt,  428. 

WILL. 
Under  the  statute  of  Virginia,  respecting  wills,  it  is  necessary  (in  order  that  lands 
acquired  afler  the  date  of  the  -vdll  nu^  pass  by  the  will)  that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  should  clearly  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  will.    Smith  v.  Edrington,  27. 

Appeal. 

WITNESS. 
A  being  sole  owner  of  a  bill  of  exchange  indorses  it  in  blank,  and  delivers  it  to  B  to 
deliver  to  C  for  collection,  and  when  collected  to  place  the  amount  to  the  credit  of 
A  and  B,  in  account  C  collects  the  amount,  but  refuses  to  place  it  to  the  credit  of 
A  and  B,  who  settle  their  account  with  C  and  pay  him  the  balance.  A  afterwards 
sues  C  for  the  amount  received  upon  the  bills ;  B  is  a  competent  witness  for  A. 
Taber  v.  PerroU,  247.  Answer,  1. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR 

1.  A  writ  of  error  is  the  proper  remedy  to  revise  an  erroneous  proceeding  under  a 
mandate  of  this  court,  in  a  proceeding  at  law.    Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee,  562. 

2.  The  return  of  a  copy  of  the  record  of  a  State  court,  duly  certified  by  the  clerk, 
and  annexed  to  the  writ  of  error,  is  a  sufficient  return,    lb, 

3.  The  omissiofi  to  take  a  bond,  pursuant  to  the  2 2d  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act, 
(1  Stats,  at  Large,  84,)  does  not  avoid  the  writ  of  error.     /&. 

4.  It  is  not  necessaxy  that  the  transcript  of  the  record  should  contain  the  names  of  the 
jurors.     Owens  v.  Hanney,  321. 

Answer,  4. 

WRIT  OF  RIGHT. 

1.  Several  tenants,  claiming  distinct  parcels  of  land,  by  different  titles,  cannot  be 
joined  in  a  writ  of  right     Green  v.  Lker,  104. 

2.  Under  the  act  of  Virginia,  reforming  proceedings  on  writs  of  right,  no  common- 
law  plea  in  abatement  is  abolished,  nor  is  the  tenant  precluded  from  pleading 
specially  in  bar.    lb. 
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3,  A  selmx  in  dced^  la  contraiUfftifiction  to  a  seism  m  law^  is  neceaaarf  to  maiQla:ii  t 
writ  of  right ;  bat  fiueh  a  scbio  may  GXiit,  m  iiiten<hnciit  of  law,  withtKit  an  actoat 
entrj,  OD  taking  espleea.    lb. 
A.  A  better  outstandiDg  title  in  a  tbiid  person,  ia  not  a  defence  in  a  writ  cif  right    IL 
5.  Joining  the  mise  in  a  writ  of  rigbt^  h  an  admisaion  that  the  defendants  aie^  joiutlji 
tenants  of  the  whole  freehold.    IL  .  * 

CauETS  or  the  Uihteb  States,  3, 
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